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What is LARA? 

LARA is an applied agricultural research association that serves the MD of Bonnyville, County 
of St. Paul and Lac La Biche County. We are a member of the Agricultural Research and 
Extension Council of Alberta (ARECA). Our goal is to conduct applied research, demonstrations 
and extension programs that provide valuable information to our local producers. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

LARA is located ‰ mile west of Fort Kent, Alberta on Township road 615. 
LARA is open Monday to Friday, 8:00 am � 4:30 pm. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lac La Biche County 
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Message from the Chairman 
 

This has been a very interesting year to end my time with LARA. We saw rain that didn�t end 
and leave us dry like usual. We had a very trying year for forage harvest with quality now being 
an issue for most hay. Our grain crops were very abundant and not all that bad quality wise. I 
always like to think that LARA has an influence on the harvest because of the information that 
we provide to producers. Over the years the information that we produce has become very 
sensitive to the needs of producers and this carries over to a very good relationship with the 
producers in our three municipalities. This year the direct sod seeding demonstration brought out 
a great deal of interest. The weather kept us from field days but our annual report will help. I was 
very happy to know the peas did well in Lac La Biche County and I hope there is some adoption 
from that information. 
 
I am honoured to present my last chair report to LARA.  I am very grateful to have been 
associated with such an array of individuals who were all very committed to seeing that LARA 
continue to serve the agriculture producers of our area.  They were also committed to seeing 
LARA be a thriving organization into the future.  The pieces have all been put into place to 
accomplish these goals. 
 
I am very thankful to have served with a great board.  I have always enjoyed the municipal 
participants who have been always informative and have given excellent overall guidance to our 
group.  The farmer reps have always been a reliable source of information to keep LARA 
connected to the needs of the producers of the three municipalities. 
 
Lastly, I would like to congratulate the co-managers who have been more than a delight to work 
with.  In the midst of difficult decisions we have seen these two blossom in to the executives 
needed to make LARA the strong and responsible organization that it is.  I am very proud of 
them and am confident that they will continue their strong responsible leadership to see LARA 
through many more years of service to our three communities and perhaps other communities in 
the future.  
 
Again I have been honoured to serve you as chair and honoured to serve with a great group of 
directors.  I thank you all very much.  
 
Don Shepert 
Chair, LARA 
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Cropping Program Report 2010 
 
Well 2010 is over and we are already looking forward to 2011.  This year was a year of extremes in the 
province from drought to floods, Alberta had it all.  Producers here in the Lakeland Region could breathe 
a sigh of relief as most of the extreme weather missed us and the crops turned out better then expected.  
Add rising cattle prices and canola at better then $10 a bushel and you get some happy producers.  It is no 
wonder we are looking forward to 2011! 
 
This year the cropping program tried something different and that is grow a canola diagnostic trial in Fort 
Kent.  It was very successful and producers and industry came from all parts of Alberta to take a look at 
it.  It is satisfying to see any trial garner that much interest and participation by producers and peers.  Next 
year the trial will be held in St. Paul and is supposed to be bigger and better with more partners coming 
alongside. 
 
2010 was the first year since I have been here that the PCVT�s (Prairie Canola Variety Trials) were 
cancelled.  With ongoing discussions between industry and farmer groups it is looking hopeful that the 
trials will be planted again in 2011. 
 
The Sod Seeding Trial up near Goodridge was also a highlight as LARA got to help producers do their 
own trial!  Four farmers got together 4 different seeding systems to compare the quality of the seeding 
and the cost of the seeding.  It is enjoyable to be a part of a trial where the producers show so much 
interest and results are so interesting.  It is my intention that LARA will be involved in more trials like 
this as we see farmers take a hold of research. 
 
LARA�s funding is stable and it looks like it is full steam ahead for 2011.  Thank you to all of the 
producers that made our events and trials a success.  We look forward to continuing to work with you and 
put Northeastern Alberta on the map when it comes to agricultural innovation and research.   
 
Thank you also to the LARA staff for making this year a great one! We had great summer student help 
and the permanent staff  kept the atmosphere at LARA enjoyable and inviting.  Please drop in for a coffee 
sometime and you will see what I mean!  Thank you and see in 2011! 
 
Keith Kornelsen 
Cropping Program Manager 
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Forage and Livestock Program Report 
 

It is hard to believe another year has passed; my fifth full year here at LARA and it was another year of 
challenges, opportunities and learning experiences! 

 
One of the biggest issues forage and livestock producers had this year was making hay � and feeding it. 
With a challenging harvest season of rain and more rain, feed quality is an issue this year. Some feed tests 
are coming back low in quality for both cereal silage and hay crops. This year a feed test is a really good 
option to make sure your cows are getting what they need. 
 
While the rain may have challenged the haying season, we don�t  want to complain about it. Silage yields 
were up this year and pastures have started to recover from the dry years.  
 
With rain in the forecast for 2011 and cattle prices and futures looking optimistic, hopefully 2011 will be 
better than 2010 and the best year we have seen in quite a few years in the cattle industry.  
 
A few highlights of the LARA Forage and Livestock program this year were: 

� Northern Range Enhancement Project 
o This year we had a number of projects at the Olympic Lake Grazing Lease, including a 

spraying demonstration and testing heifers for blood mineral levels. 
� Regional Silage Trial 

o This was the second year as a provincial trial and once again the results will be printed in 
the Spring edition of the Alberta Seed Guide, seed.ab.ca. Although a number of sites 
were lost to the extreme weather of the year, both flooding and wind storms, there was 
lots of data left to be printed! 

o LARA continues to add varieties to these trials at the request of local producers. If you 
have a variety you want to see added, please let us know. 

� Western Canadian Grazing Conference (WCGC) 
o This was the first year that the WCGC experimented with moving away from Edmonton 

and holding the conference in rural communities. Vermilion was chosen as the trial 
location and the conference was a great success. Another first for the conference in 2010 
was to hold hands-on lab sessions as part of the conference. 

Thanks to everyone who participated in LARA�s research and extension activities in 2010, it was 
another enjoyable year. I am looking forward to 2011! 
 
Meghan Elsen 
Forage and Livestock Program 
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AESA Program Report 
 

2010 was an interesting year.  Having had very limited environmental experience before starting with 
LARA, it was a bit of a learning curve. I have enjoyed broadening my mind (and hopefully some of 
yours) to issues of water conservation and quality, carbon credits and footprinting, alternative energies, 
and environmental stewardship.  
 
�Riparian� was the sexy word for 2010 with a great deal o f focus on preservation, rehabilitation and 
importance of riparian areas on our landscape and lives.  These sensitive areas between the upland and the 
shoreline of a water course are integral for 80% of species in Alberta at some point in their lifecycle for 
food, shelter, reproduction or as a water source. These areas, which are highly productive, are also 
important to us for recreation purposes (like camping at the lake) and wildlife watching.  Riparian areas 
and wetlands impact water quality as they filter water, store water, reduce sediment and recharge aquifers. 
Water quality is a huge issue in the area, with many wells having arsenic and uranium.  The Beaver River 
Watershed Alliance, along with Alberta Health and Wellness tested over 40 wells this year for a trace 
metal study.   
 
This year I became an Environmental Farm Plan technical assistant.  Seven producers completed 
Environmental Farm Plans, and eleven producers applied for Growing Forward funding. Environmental 
Farm Plans will be an asset to accessing future markets as companies are moving forward (such as 
McCain Foods) and demanding that producers have a completed EFP. As well, the general public is 
moving toward more sustainable operations with the popularity increase of farmers markets and the 100 
mile diet. People are looking for producers that have shown stewardship towards their land and 
environment.  
 
I was impressed with the zero waste initiatives that are being developed at the Alberta Innovates 
Technology Futures.  Flax straw and hemp (along with other biomass) are being processed into fibre 
board, insulation, textiles and even a form of concrete called hempcrete.  Other initiatives include the 
production of biochar which has a vast array of applications from soil amendment, filter media, growth 
media for greenhouses and has potential for carbon sequestration.   
 
There is an abundance of opportunities for improving the environment. The emerging carbon offset 
market; the first in Canada is providing some monetary returns on projects such as reduced tillage, 
reduced days on feed, alternative fuels and energies, and agro-forestry.  Alternative energies are 
becoming more cost efficient, with higher returns in a shorter time span. 
  
Thank you to all of you who have come out to events and have shown interest in environmental 
stewardship. I am looking forward to the next year and what we can learn together and achieve to 
improve the environment and have a sustainable future in farming.  
 
Kellie Nichiporik 
Conservation Coordinator / AESA Technician 
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A year in review...     
Message from the Executive Director 

 
2010 was a weather event for Alberta producers and particularly those in the Peace River area with a 
severe drought. That posed a significant challenge for our Associations serving farm clients in the Peace. 
Early fall moisture provided additional stress with getting the crop harvested.    
  
The ARECA Board of Directors was restructured at the AGM in March, 2010 to a seven member Board 
with two non-voting representatives from the Associations and a non-voting Alberta Agriculture and 
Rural Development representative. The Governance structure, bylaws and policy manual were ratified 
by the Board as well as the vision, mission and mandate. Our Board is now seven directors with 2 
representatives from the Managers and an ex-offico Alberta Agriculture representative. 

 
The ARECA website was revamped and launched this past summer. 
Our readership has continued to grow especially since it includes 
important announcements from Associations. about emerging 
agricultural issues in Alberta. You are now able to easily each 
Association�s web site by typing �lara.areca.ab.ca�. 
 
 

Close to 300 participants from across western Canada gathered in Vermilion Regional Centre December 1 
and 2, 2010, to participate in the Western Canadian Grazing Conference and Trade Show. Keynote 
presentations, select-a-sessions, and a tradeshow and hands-on lab sessions across the road from Lakeland 
College were featured.  
 

Advanced Agronomy Conference attracted Crop Advisers, farmers and industry 
partners for the latest crop production ideas and techniques in the agriculture 
industry today. Participants learned what it takes to be the Guinness World Record 
holder for wheat yield, find out how 
Australian farmers are getting the most out of their challenging soils, and the latest 
research from our Associations (presentations and posters) in Western Canada and 
on Alberta farms. 
 
Cattle producers grow ever increasing amounts of annual crops for feed (silage, 
greenfeed and swath grazing). The Regional Silage Variety Trials are in their 
second year and the results will be posted in the Alberta Seed Guide and the 

ARECA web site. Six nutritional categories were reported including Crude Protein and Total Digestible 
Nutrients which is an estimation of energy. The trial is sponsored by the Alberta Beef Producers. 
 
The Sustainable Grazing Mentorship Program assists producers in improving their forage operations 
through training. Experienced grazing mentors work directly with producers to develop a grazing plan 
tailored to the needs of the producer. Funding provided by the Growing Forward initiative with Alberta 
Agriculture and Rural Development.  
  

 
The Alberta Forage Industry Network (AFIN), a unified voice 
for Alberta�s forage industry, is now embarking on a membership 
drive. Current membership fees range from $50 to $250. The first 
Annual Meeting of AFIN will be held at the Lacombe Research 
Centre on March 15, 2011. For more information, contact Doug 
Wray, AFIN Chair, 403-935-4642 or visit AFIN�s website at 
www.albertaforages.ca. 
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This past winter ARECA and its Associations offered Variable Rate Technology (VRT) 
training workshops to Alberta farmers at Lethbridge, Coronation and Peace River. These workshops and a 
VRT Resource Manual were made possible by funding 
(http://www.areca.ab.ca/images/stories/Files/vrt%20resource%20manual%202010.pdf)  
provided by Growing Forward through Alberta Agriculture and Rural Development.  
 

 
 
Precision Tools for On Farm Research is a study being collaborated with 
six Associations who work with producers to do field scale research to 
assess the influence of topography on phosphorus and nitrogen nutrients. 
On farm research needs to be understood and documented so producers can 
implement field-scale research and data collection with modest training. 
 

 
 
Farmers in Alberta used 70 million litres less diesel fuel in 2006 than in 2001. That means a 
reduction in CO2 emissions equivalent to taking 35,000 cars off the road. Alberta farmers, the 

Government of Alberta and ARECA are committed to improving fuel efficiency 
and reducing CO2 emissions through the adoption of direct seeding on all acres of 
Alberta; improved management of precision farming and VRT; improved 
equipment design; and improved match between tractor and equipment. Sod and 
interrow seeding demonstrations and fuel meter recordings were initiated by 
BRRG, CARA, GRO, LARA, PCBFA, PARDA, SARDA, SARA and NPARA.  
 

 
With the dedication of the ARECA Board and Associations, we are able to bring sound science and 
sustainability to Alberta farms. As we go forward in 2011, I wish to thank everyone for their enthusiasm 
and hard work in 2010. 
 

 
Ty Faechner, Executive Director 
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2010 Board of Directors 
 
Chairman:     Don Shepert 
 
Lakeland Forage Association Rep:  Jay Cory 
      Chairman, LFA 
 
St. Paul County Rep:   Cliff Martin 
      Frank Sloan � Alternate 
 
Lac La Biche County Rep:   Eugene Uganecz, January � October 
      Alvin Kumpula, current 
      Heather Stromquist, January - October � Alternat e 
      Eugene Uganecz, current - Alternate 
 
MD of Bonnyville Rep:   David Fox, January � October 
      Don Sinclair, current 
      Andy Wakaruk, January - October � Alternate 
      David Fox, current � Alternate 
 
Producer Reps:    Jason Richter � MD of Bonnyville 
      Harold Ross � MD of Bonnyville 
      Leigh Babcock � County of St. Paul 
      Don Shepert � County of St. Paul 
      Dave Lozinksi � Lac La Biche County 
      Loran Andrichuk � Lac La Biche County 

2010 LARA Staff 
 

Cropping Program:    Keith Kornelsen 
 
Forage and Livestock Program:  Meghan Elsen 
 
Environmental Coordinator:  Kellie Nichiporik 
 
Administration/Horticulture:  Charlene Rachynski 
 
Full Time Staff:    Vic Sadlowski 
 
Summer Staff:    Christine Buchanan 
      Lacey Ryan 
 
LFA Pasture Managers:   Bob and Wanda Austin 

 
 
 
 
 



Lakeland Agricultural Research Association 2010 Annual Report xii 

Acknowledgements 
LARA greatly appreciates the following contributors for making 2010 such a successful year:  
 
   
A&L Canada Laboratories 
Ag and Food Council 
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 
Agricultural Initiatives Program 
Agriculture Research and Extension Council 
of Alberta (ARECA) 
Agriculture Opportunity Fund (AOF) 
Alberta Agriculture and Rural Development  
Alberta Barley Producers Commission 
Alberta Beef Producers 
Alberta Branch, Canadian Seed Growers 
Association 
Alberta Canola Producers Association 
Alberta Environmentally Sustainable 
Agriculture Program 
Alberta Pulse Growers Association 
Alberta Research Council 
Association of Alberta Co-op Seed Cleaning 
Plants 
Beaver River Watershed Alliance 
Bob and Wanda Austin 
Bonnyville Ag Society 
Bonnyville Municipal Seed Cleaning Plant 
Bussey Seed Farms 
Canola Council of Canada 
Caouette and Sons 
County of St. Paul 
Cows and Fish 
Dekalb 
Denis Chamberland 
Dow AgroSciences 
Elsen Family 

Environmentally Sustainable Agriculture  
Initiatives Program 
Francois Hebert 
Gateway Research Organization 
Gerald and Cecile Mathiot 
Jacque Plante 
Jay and Neil Cory 
Jean and Helene Mathiot 
Ken Beniuk and Family 
Kevin Kaufman 
Lac La Biche County 
Lakeland Forage Association 
Luc Tellier 
Mistol Seeds 
Monsanto 
Moose Lake Water Society 
Mosaic Fertilizer 
Municipal District of Bonnyville 
Murray Pikowicz 
Patrick and Pauline Mathiot 
Phil Amyotte 
Pickseed 
Pioneer Hi-bred 
Richter Family 
St. Paul Municipal Seed Cleaning Plant 
Sulphur Solutions Inc. 
University of Alberta 
Vic Sadlowski 
Viterra 
West Central Forage Association 
 

 
 
 
 
 
And the many, many other suppliers and producers who gave us a great deal of assistance! 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Lakeland Agricultural Research Association 2010 Annual Report xiii 

A Short Explanation of Various Statistical Terms Used in this Report 
 
Least Significant Difference (LSD): 
 
� Once the data from a test plot has been collected it can be used to calculate the Least 

Significant Difference (LSD). The LSD tells if one variety (or bushel weight, etc.) is 
significantly different then the other varieties in a test plot (same environment and soil 
conditions). 

 
�  Example: The LSD for a test plot has been calculated to be 2 bu/acre. If a test variety Ava 

differs from the other varieties by more than 2 bu/acre then there is a significant yield 
difference. We can say one variety yields higher than another. If the varieties are within 2 
bu/acre then we cannot say the varieties yield differently.  

 
Yield Grouping: 
� Once the LSD is determined, each variety is assigned a yield grouping letter (A, B, C, etc.). 

By using yield grouping letters we can easily determine which varieties are significantly 
different. Varieties that share a letter will NOT be significantly different, but varieties that 
DO NOT share a letter WILL be considered significantly different. 

 
� Example:  In this example Bob, and Cora are not 

considered to be significantly different from Ava 
because they share the Yield Grouping letter 
A�but David, Evan, Frank and Gary are 
considered to be significantly different from Ava, 
because they do not have Yield Grouping letter A 
and therefore, it could be said that Ava has a higher 
yield than David, Evan, Frank and Gary. 

 
 
Coefficient of Variability (CV): 
� The coefficient of variability (CV) is a measure of the consistency of the data from a plot. A 

lower CV value means that the data collected from the plot was consistent, which implies 
that the data collected is reliable and that accurate conclusions/recommendations can be 
made from these findings. A CV value of less than 20 is considered to be acceptable. The 
data from any plots that have a CV value of greater than 20 will be discarded to ensure the 
statistical accuracy of the tests. Discarding plot data that has a CV value of greater than 20 
will prevent any skewing of the test results due to inconsistencies in soil quality or 
unexpected events like droughts or floods. 
 

 
 
 

Variety 
Yield 

Grouping 
Ava A 
Bob AB 
Cora AB 
David   BC 
Evan     CD 
Frank     CD 
Gary       D 
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LARA Regional Variety Trials 2010 
 
Partners: Alberta Agriculture and Rural Development  

St. Paul Seed Cleaning Plant    
St. Paul County      
Lac La Biche County     
MD of Bonnyville 
Alberta Barley Commission 
Canola Council of Canada 
Kevin Kaufman 
Denis Chamberland 
Alberta Pulse Growers 
Agricultural Research and Extension Council of Alberta 
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 

 
Objectives: 

1. To detail agronomic characteristics of new varieties and proven varieties in a specific geographic area. 
2. To provide information about new varieties to local producers. 
3. To conduct these tests yearly to produce long term data. 

 
Introduction: 
The regional variety trials were coordinated by Alberta Agriculture and Rural Development (ARD) in 2010.  The 
Agriculture Research and Extension Council of Alberta (ARECA) had been in charge of coordination for a number 
of years previous.   LARA has grown regional variety trials (RVT�s) since its inception in 1991 as producers from 
our area have always expressed the importance of the trials. 
 
The RVT program is governed by the Alberta/BC Grain Advisary Committee (ABCGAC).  This group of industry, 
government, and local association personal set the protocol and reporting methods of the RVT�s.  LARA is a part of 
the ABCGAC. 
 
The information provided in LARA�s annual report about the RVT�s is from local sites within the County of St. 
Paul, M.D. of Bonnyville, and Lac La Biche County.  Provincial averages can be found on the ARD website, 
www1.agric.gov.ab.ca/$department/deptdocs.nsf/all/agdex4069 .  These results include the local data that is 
published in this report.  The results are also published in the seed.ab.ca magazine that comes out 4 times a year.  
You can also check here to find out the availability of any of the varieties that were in tests.  For some of the newer 
varieties it may take a few years for there to be enough seed for sale to local producers.   
 
A site www.pvttrials.com uses data from the RVT�s so that producers can compare varieties head to head.  The site 
is in its beginning stages and only includes CWRS wheat but is hoping to expand to many different crops in the 
future.   
 
Agronomic information about the RVT�s grown by LARA in 2010 is listed in Table 1.  This year LARA grew 15 
different variety trials.  The trials were all planted using a zero till small plot seeder.  The plots were 1.15m X 6m in 
area.  There were 5 rows at 9� spacing for every plot.  T he plots were randomized with four replications to reduce 
error.  Small plots provide an excellent source to compare yield potential but necessasrily yield.  You should not 
expect to see the yields that were achieved in the trials but the highest yielding variety in trials should be your 
highest yielder. 
 
Soil samples were taken in spring to check fertility.  Fertilizer was banded for optimum yields.  Herbicides were 
used to control weeds where applicable.  Notes on maturity, lodging and height were taken during the growing 
season.   
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The plots were harvested with a small plot combine.  Information on yield, bushel weight, 1000 k weight, and 
protein were recorded.  You will find these results in the following pages.   
 
Although the varieties in the trials are set by the ABCGAC and seed companies there is opportunity for local input.  
If you would like to see a variety in any of the RVT�s grown by LARA for next year please contact the LARA 
office and it can be added.   
 
For all of the regional trials Lodging is rated on scale of 1-9 with 1=perfectly erect and 9 being completely flat.  The 
Maturity scale is from 1-5 with 1=very early, 2=early, 3=medium, 4=late, and 5= very late.   
 
Table 1.Regional Variety Trials Agronomics 

Test Site 
# of 

Varieties Seeding Date 
Seeding  

Rate Fertility Herbicides 
Harvest 

Date 
Rain 
(mm) 

2-Row Barley Fort Kent 19 14-May-10 250 pl/m2 
250 lbs/ac 
30-11-7-4 

Prepass, Achieve, Buctril 
M, Reglone 2-Sep-10 378.7 

2-Row Barley St. Paul 19 15-May-10 250 pl/m2 
250 lbs/ac 
30-11-7-4 

Prepass, Achieve, Curtail 
M, Reglone 3-Sep-10 217.3 

6-Row Barley Fort Kent 7 14-May-10 250 pl/m2 
250 lbs/ac 
30-11-7-4 

Prepass, Achieve, Buctril 
M, Reglone 2-Sep-10 378.7 

6-Row Barley St. Paul 7 15-May-10 250 pl/m2 
250 lbs/ac 
30-11-7-4 

Prepass, Achieve, Curtail 
M, Reglone 3-Sep-10 217.3 

HRS Wheat Fort Kent 24 14-May-10 250 pl/m2 
250 lbs/ac 
30-11-7-4 

Prepass, Achieve, Buctril 
M, Roundup 28-Sep-10 420.3 

HRS Wheat St. Paul 24 15-May-10 250 pl/m2 
250 lbs/ac 
30-11-7-4 

Prepass, Achieve, Curtail 
M, Simplicity,  Reglone 30-Sep-10 245.6 

Utilty Wheat Fort Kent 11 14-May-10 250 pl/m2 
250 lbs/ac 
30-11-7-4 

Prepass, Achieve, Buctril 
M, Roundup 28-Sep-10 420.3 

Utilty Wheat St. Paul 11 15-May-10 250 pl/m2 
250 lbs/ac 
30-11-7-4 

Prepass, Achieve, Curtail 
M, Simplicity,  Reglone 30-Sep-10 245.6 

Oats Lac La Biche 8 14-May-10 250 pl/m2 
300 lbs/ac 
30-11-7-4 

Prepass, Buctril M, 
Reglone 6-Oct-10 376.9 

Tritcale St.Paul 5 15-May-10 210 pl/m2 
250 lbs/ac 
30-11-7-4 

Prepass, Achieve, Buctril 
M, Curtail M, Reglone 5-Oct-10 251.1 

Winter Wheat Fort Kent 18 28-Aug-09 250 pl/m2 
250 lbs/ac 
36-11-4 

Roundup, Achieve, Buctril 
M, Reglone 26-Aug-10 NA 

Green Field Peas Fort Kent 4 13-May-10 8 pl/ft2 
50 lbs/ac 11-

52-0 
RU, Odyssey, Poast, 

Reglone 23-Sep-10 414.3 

Yellow Field Peas Fort Kent 10 13-May-10 8 pl/ft2 
50 lbs/ac 11-

52-0 
RU, Odyssey, Poast, 

Reglone 23-Sep-10 414.3 

Green Field Peas St. Paul 4 15-May-10 8 pl/ft2 
50 lbs/ac 11-

52-0 
RU, Odyssey, Poast, 

Reglone 24-Sep-10 248.7 

Yellow Field Peas St. Paul 10 15-May-10 8 pl/ft2 
50 lbs/ac 11-

52-0 
RU, Odyssey, Poast, 

Reglone 24-Sep-10 248.7 

 
2-Row Barley 
 
Barley has always been a great crop for our area.  There were some big yields in the area this year as evidenced by 
all of the piles. I have heard of yields above 100 bu/ac in our area and others fields that were ravaged with disease.   
 
This year LARA grew two trials of 2-Row Barley each with 19 varieties (Tables 2 and 3). There are seven 
numbered varieties which means you will have to wait a few years until these are ready for you to purchase. Only 
three varieties in the trial have certified seed available this year.   
 
Our barley trials came off fairly early this year. They were harvested in the first week of September and then it 
would be another three weeks before anything else was ready to combine.   
 
The first trial was grown at our farm in Fort Kent and the 2nd was just west of the town of St. Paul. In both cases it 
was very easy to pick out the hulless varieties of CDC Carter and CDC Explus because their yields were lower. 
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There was a lot of lodging in the barley this year with some of the plots laying flat on the ground. Some of this was 
due to the higher disease pressure. The yield results are somewhat different between the two sites showing the 
importance of regional trials. 
 
Our site in St. Paul had partially resistant wild oats to group one herbicides. The oats seemed to take a hit when we 
sprayed Achieve but then seemed to rebound and start growing again. In the plots there were weak and sick looking 
wild oat plants along side healthy green ones. The spray did manage to knock them back enough to stay out of the 
canopy. This site exemplified the importance of the stringent equipment cleaning that LARA completes as we move 
from field to field.   
 
This was also a good reminder that group one resistance  can still be found in the local area  This can be a reminder  
to rotate your herbicides and come up with a four year rotation to avoid resistance and produce a healthy field. If 
you do suspect resistance call LARA and we will come and take a look. 
 
 The site also had high dandelion pressure which was eased by the Roundup and Curtail M we applied.  We did get 
some good data off of the site but it should be noted that the weed pressure was high on the field.   
 
Xena stands on top of the St. Paul 2-Row barley table (Table 2) although four other varieties yielded in the same 
category. Xena�s one weakness is its susceptibility to disease so these new varieties with better disease packages 
might be a good replacement once seed becomes more available. There are no clear victories in the other categories 
for any one variety but TR08732 was the tallest variety and you could tell this visually.  There appears to be a lot of 
good varieties in the test so look for these as they become available. 
 
Table 2. St. Paul 2 Row Barley Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 
Metcalfe Significance 

TWT 
(lbs/bu) 

1000 k 
(g) 

Height 
(cm) Maturity Lodging 

XENA 146 116 a 48 51 93 2 6 

MERIT 57 141 112 ab 45 47 90 3 7 

CDC MEREDITH 137 109 abc 44 48 88 3 4 

TR08732 133 106 a-d 48 49 99 3 5 

TR06294 131 104 a-e 49 48 90 1 6 

CHAMPION 130 103 b-e 50 51 91 2 5 

CDC AUSTENSON 129 102 b-e 47 49 89 1 6 

TR07728 128 102 b-e 51 49 96 2 6 

TR05671 127 101 b-f 47 49 88 2 6 

AC METCALFE 126 100 b-f 49 45 83 1 5 

MAJOR 122 97 c-g 48 48 87 1 5 

CDC RESERVE 121 96 d-g 49 49 85 1 4 

NORMAN 118 94 d-h 48 44 84 1 6 

BUSBY 116 92 e-h 48 49 94 1 5 

T08684 112 89 fgh 48 53 89 1 6 

BENTLEY 111 88 gh 50 47 92 1 7 

TR07114 108 86 gh 49 46 85 1 6 

CDC CARTER 103 82 h 50 40 90 2 7 

CDC EXPLUS 84 67 i 46 46 83 2 7 

                     CV 7.75 
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The Fort Kent trial had the perfect year.  The plots had little weed pressure and lots of moisture.  Major and CDC 
Austenson had the highest yield (Table 3) although they did not stand out visually in the trial.  Xena did fairly well 
in this trial as well but not as good as in St. Paul.  Metcalfe yielded especially poor in Fort Kent with 11 varieties 
yielding in a higher yield category.  There seems to be a shift from these older varieties to the new ones.  The two 
hulless varieties had the highest Test Weight which is to be expected.  There did not appear to be a great difference 
in maturity in Fort Kent but Lodging results were quite varied.   
 
There is still a lot of action in the 2-Row barley breeding program as we continue to see many new varieties entered 
in the trials every year.  Every company wants to break into the malting market with their new variety.   
 
Table 3. Fort Kent 2-Row Barley Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 
Metcalfe Significance 

TWT 
(lbs/bu) 

1000 
k (g) 

Height 
(cm) Maturity Lodging 

MAJOR 193 120 a 47 41 90 1 5 

CDC AUSTENSON 192 119 a 47 47 94 1 3 

TR06294 188 117 ab 45 46 89 1 4 

BENTLEY 185 115 abc 47 48 93 1 4 

TR05671 185 115 abc 46 48 94 2 6 

CHAMPION 185 115 abc 47 42 86 1 7 

MERIT 57 183 114 abc 45 39 88 1 7 

BUSBY 178 111 bcd 49 47 99 1 4 

XENA 177 110 bcd 48 43 85 1 7 

TR08732 177 110 bcd 48 39 85 2 8 

TR07728 176 109 cde 49 42 79 1 3 

CDC MEREDITH 170 106 def 46 43 82 2 7 

NORMAN 170 106 def 48 42 85 1 8 

CDC RESERVE 169 105 def 49 43 93 1 7 

TR07114 168 104 def 49 42 83 1 6 

T08684 164 102 ef 47 49 90 2 7 

AC METCALFE 161 100 f 45 38 86 1 6 

CDC CARTER 130 81 g 56 36 96 1 7 

CDC EXPLUS 116 72 h 56 42 96 2 4 

                        CV 5.05 
         

6-Row Barley 
 
The 6-Row Barley trials were grown in St. Paul and Fort Kent in the same location as the 2-Row barley.   AC 
Metcalfe was the bridge variety for comparisons to the 2-Row trials. Vivar and CDC Mayfair seem to be the only 6-
Row varieties you can get seed for in 2011. 
 
There are usually a lot less entries in the 6-Row trials then the 2-Row trials but there are still some good looking 
varieties. In both locations (Fort Kent and St. Paul) the 2-Riow trials seemed to yield more. One other big difference 
between the 6 and 2 Row trials is Lodging (Tables 4 and 5). For most of the six row varieties their lodging score 
was perfect. Compare this to the 2-Row trials and you see the difference. The other categories the 2-Row trials seem 
better then the 6-Row trials. 
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In both locations Vivar and CDC Kamsack seemed to out yield the rest of the varieties. This year LARA�s combine 
broke down in the middle of harvesting the 6-Row trial in St. Paul. The data still seemed to work out even though 
we had harvest data from two different days. This also made us at LARA feel like real farmers!   
 
Table 4. St. Paul 6-Row Barley Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 
Metcalfe Significance 

TWT 
(lbs/bu) 

1000 k 
(g) 

Height 
(cm) Maturity Lodging 

VIVAR 134 125 a 46 46 70 3 1 

CDC KAMSACK 130 121 ab 42 46 65 3 1 

CHIGWELL 122 114 abc 45 43 77 2 1 

CDC MAYFAIR 113 106 bc 45 44 74 1 1 

CELEBRATION 109 102 c 47 43 75 1 1 

AC METCALFE 107 100 c 45 49 76 1 1 

STELLAR ND 104 97 c 47 47 71 2 1 

                CV 10.76 
         

Table 5. Fort Kent 6-Row Barley Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 
Metcalfe Significance 

TWT 
(lbs/bu) 

1000 k 
(g) 

Height 
(cm) Maturity Lodging 

CDC KAMSACK 135 129 a 41 40 68 4 1 

VIVAR 130 124 ab 47 42 76 2 1 

CHIGWELL 125 119 b 45 38 81 1 1 

CELEBRATION 114 109 c 46 39 76 1 1 

CDC MAYFAIR 113 108 c 45 39 78 1 2 

STELLAR ND 107 102 cd 44 44 80 2 1 

AC METCALFE 105 100 d 46 42 74 1 3 

                  CV 3.92 
         

HRS Wheat 
 
The Hard Red Spring Wheat Trial was grown in St. Paul and Fort Kent this year.  There were 24 varieties in the 
trial with AC Barrie being the check variety.   Growing conditions in Fort Kent were perfect as the plots always 
looked great.   In St. Paul as mentioned earlier there was a heavy weed problem which did effect yield although 
equally throughout the plots.  The data we got from the trial is still good data with low error.  The use of a group 2 
herbicide really seemed to clean up the wild oats after the group 1 failed.   
 
When looking at the trials in both locations it is interesting to see how different they are (Tables 6 and 7).  The top 
yielders in Fort Kent seem to be the low yielders in St. Paul and vice versa.  The proteins are higher in St. Paul and 
the test weight bigger in Fort Kent.  The yields are also much greater in Fort Kent and this is probably due to the 
weed stress in St. Paul.   
 
There were a few treatments in Fort Kent like Waskada and WR859CL that did not have good standability.  Bushel 
weight was pretty consistent across the board as was the protein.  There were 7 varieties in the top significance 
category.   AC Barrie was one of these varieties.   Maturities were also very similar as BW 880 was the only variety 
to get a medium score.   
 
In St. Paul, Shaw, Stettler, and PT575 were the three varieties in the top significance category.  Glenn and Carberry 
had very late and late maturities.   
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There is once again a lot of varieties for producers to take a look at.  Hopefully the tables will help you get to know 
the new varities and make a decision on what variety you will grow next year. 
 
Table 6. St. Paul HRS Wheat Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 

AC Barrie Significance 
TWT 

(lbs/bu) 
1000 k 

(g) 
Height 
(cm) Maturity Lodging 

Protein 
(%) 

SHAW 78 147 a 60 35 92 1 1 14 

STETTLER 67 126 ab 59 31 83 2 3 14.9 

PT575 67 126 ab 56 36 92 1 3 15.2 

FIELDSTAR VB 63 119 bc 58 30 90 1 3 14.4 

MUCHMORE 63 119 bc 57 34 76 3 4 14.8 

UNITY VB 61 115 bc 59 33 93 1 2 14.1 

5603HR 60 113 bc 57 33 84 2 2 14.7 

BW878 60 113 bc 57 33 87 1 3 14.9 

SUPERB 59 111 bcd 56 36 84 3 2 14.6 

CDC ABOUND 59 111 bcd 57 35 82 1 2 15 

BW880 58 109 b-e 57 28 87 2 2 15.4 

BW883 58 109 b-e 57 31 82 1 1 15.4 

CARBERRY 53 100 c-f 55 30 75 4 2 15.2 

AC BARRIE 53 100 c-f 56 36 89 2 3 15.6 

GOODEVE VB 53 100 c-f 57 34 90 1 2 15.5 

BW881 52 98 c-f 57 35 95 2 2 16.7 

WR859CL 51 96 c-f 56 35 78 1 2 14.8 

ALVENA 51 96 c-f 57 29 84 1 4 15.8 

HARVEST 47 89 d-g 58 28 90 1 2 15.3 

WASKADA 46 87 efg 57 33 85 2 2 15 

KATEPWA 45 85 efg 56 31 98 2 1 15.8 

GLENN 42 79 fg 54 29 87 5 4 15.5 

BW415 42 79 fg 55 33 92 1 3 16.2 

CDC GO 37 70 g 54 31 82 2 2 16.5 

             CV   13.76 
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Table 7. Fort Kent HRS Wheat Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 

AC Barrie Significance 
TWT 

(lbs/bu) 
1000 k 

(g) 
Height 
(cm) Maturity Lodging 

Protein 
(%) 

BW880 109 112 a 61 33 97 3 1 14.2 

5603HR 102 105 ab 61 32 103 2 2 13.3 

GOODEVE VB 100 103 abc 61 41 99 1 2 14.9 

UNITY VB 97 100 a-d 62 37 105 1 3 13.4 

AC BARRIE 97 100 a-d 61 36 96 1 2 14.3 

BW415 97 100 a-d 60 37 98 1 2 13.5 

ALVENA 94 97 a-d 61 36 96 1 3 14.2 

CDC GO 93 96 b-e 60 34 85 1 3 14.5 

BW881 92 95 b-e 61 37 101 2 3 14.2 

BW878 91 94 b-e 61 36 92 1 3 13.7 

SUPERB 90 94 b-e 61 40 93 2 4 13.6 

HARVEST 90 93 b-f 61 33 92 1 2 13.9 

CARBERRY 90 93 b-f 62 33 85 2 2 13.8 

PT575 90 93 b-f 61 35 101 1 3 14.2 

WR859CL 88 91 b-f 61 28 83 1 5 13.8 

FIELDSTAR VB 87 90 b-f 62 32 105 2 3 13.7 

WASKADA 87 90 b-f 61 38 101 2 5 14.3 

GLENN 87 90 b-f 64 36 90 2 2 14 

BW883 86 89 c-f 61 37 97 1 3 14 

SHAW 85 88 c-f 62 33 100 1 2 13.2 

STETTLER 85 88 c-f 60 36 94 1 2 14.5 

MUCHMORE 82 85 def 60 33 82 1 3 13.6 

CDC ABOUND 78 80 ef 60 34 89 1 4 13.9 

KATEPWA 75 77 f 61 32 105 2 4 13.7 

           CV   12.34 
          

Utility Wheat 
 
The utility wheat trials where grown in St. Paul and Fort Kent this year. There were 11 varieties (5-CPS, 2-SWS, 1-
CWES, and 2-General Purpose). Utility wheat generally takes advantage of a higher yield to compensate for what 
might be a lower price then HRS Wheat. Utility wheats can be used for feed, human consumption, ethanol, etc�    
 
Over the past 4 years there has rarely been a yield advantage to planting a utility wheat over an HRS in our plots at 
LARA. This would seem to suggest that this area is more suitable for HRS wheat.   
 
There were many more similarities in yield between the utility wheat trials then the HRS trials.  The same varieties 
yielded well in both locations (Table 8 and Table 9). In St. Paul, AC Taber and GP003 both had lodging issues that 
stood out. The trials both looked good throughout the year and gave some good data to sift through. 
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Table 8. St. Paul Utility Wheat Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 

AC Barrie Significance 
TWT 

(lbs/bu) 
1000 k 

(g) 
Height 
(cm) Maturity Lodging Class 

GP010 77 126 a 56 56 79 3 4 CPS 

CDN BISON 72 118 ab 58 58 79 2 2 CWES 

AC ANDREW 69 113 ab 56 56 68 2 2 SWS 

HY682 68 111 ab 60 60 78 2 3 CPS 

AC CRYSTAL 66 108 ab 59 59 74 1 3 CPS 

MINNEDOSA 66 108 ab 57 57 78 1 4 Gen Pur 

AC SADASH 66 108 ab 57 57 77 3 2 SWS 

AC BARRIE 61 100 b 59 59 87 2 1 HRS 

GP003 61 100 b 57 57 77 1 6 Gen Pur 

HY985 57 93 bc 57 57 71 4 2 CPS 

AC TABER 43 70 c 57 57 68 3 6 CPS 

        CV   13.93 
          

 
Table 9. Fort Kent Utility Wheat Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 

AC Barrie Significance 
TWT 

(lbs/bu) 
1000 k 

(g) 
Height 
(cm) Maturity Lodging Class 

HY682 107 107 a 62 41 90 3 2 CPS 

GP010 106 106 ab 60 37 84 2 1 CPS 

CDN BISON 105 105 abc 61 39 86 3 1 CWES 

AC CRYSTAL 102 102 abc 62 41 86 2 2 CWES 

GP003 99 99 bcd 60 44 85 1 3 Gen Pur 

AC ANDREW 97 97 cde 57 32 81 3 2 SWS 

AC TABER 94 94 def 61 38 89 4 2 CPS 

AC BARRIE 92 92 def 62 37 84 2 2 HRS 

HY985 91 91 ef 61 44 98 2 3 CPS 

MINNEDOSA 90 90 ef 61 41 85 1 2 Gen Pur 

AC SADASH 88 88 f 59 29 90 4 2 SWS 

          CV   5.53 
          

Oats 
 
This year the oat trial was grown in Lac La Biche and there was a great growing season. Once again the trial 
featured S0-I which is a oat that is high in fat and can be used to finish cattle without rolling! There were 5 milling 
varieties and 3 feed varieties in the trial this year (Table 10). 
 
The oats flourished and looked excellent until about 1 week before harvest. Each variety had severe lodging issues 
except OT3044. The new variety Bradley grabbed the best yield in the test. CDC S0-I and OT3039 had the second 
highest yield in the test (Table 10)   
 
With a good amount of rain and little weed pressure the trial took off this year. Applying a pre-seed burn down 
before the crop emerged really gave the trial a good head start and allowed us to keep weeds to a minimum all 
summer. 
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There are lots of milling oats in the trial for the producer who may want to start targeting the edible market. Yields 
may seem high in some of out trials but it is important to remember that the yield in the trial is not the yield a 
farmer will get his field. The trial is for comparisons and can only be used to say a certain variety is better than 
another variety. 
 
Table 10. Lac La Biche Oats Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 

Yield % 
CDC 

Dancer Significance 
TWT 

(lbs/bu) 
1000 k 

(g) 
Height 
(cm) Maturity Lodging Characteristic 

BRADLEY 190 143 a 40 43 111 1 7 Milling 

CDC SO-I 177 133 b 38 50 108 1 8 Feed 

OT3039 174 131 b 40 42 113 2 9 Milling 

CDC MINSTREL 151 114 c 39 42 108 2 8 Milling 

SW TRIACTOR 141 106 d 40 44 113 1 8 Feed 

OT3044 136 102 de 41 42 108 1 2 Milling 

CDC DANCER 133 100 e 43 36 117 1 9 Milling 

OT3037 132 99 e 45 41 118 2 7 Milling 

              CV   3.00 
          

Triticale 
 
This year there was 5 varieties in the triticale trial.  Three new varieties Bumper, T198, and T204 were added to the 
trial whle AC Ultima and Pronghorn were in the trial last year (Table 11).  This was LARA�s 4 th year growing 
Triticale and it has always done great in our area. 
 
Triticale can be used as a feed, for the ethanol market, silage, etc� It is a hardy crop that will always be s tanding at 
the end of summer.  The strong stalks require more horsepower when silaging. 
 
This is an excellent crop for our area and an excellent way to add diversity to you rotation.  There are lots of 
varieties available for you to grow right here in Alberta.   Give LARA a call if you any further questions. 
 
Table 11. St. Paul Triticale Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 

AC Ultima Significance 
TWT 

(lbs/bu) 
1000 k 

(g) 
Height 
(cm) Maturity Lodging 

PRONGHORN 114 116 A 53 47 106 4 1 

BUMPER 109 111 Ab 53 45 98 3 1 

T198 105 107 B 53 49 107 4 1 

T204 103 105 Bc 51 45 96 4 1 

AC ULTIMA 98 100 C 52 46 102 4 1 

         CV   4.43 
         

Winter Wheat 
 
Winter wheat is rare in our area probably because of our late harvest which has been highlighted the last two falls.  
Who wants to think about seeding when you still have canola sitting in the swaths. It does do well in our area and 
for the producer who wants to spread his total workload out, this is an excellent option. 
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This was the third year that LARA has grown the winter wheat trial at Fort Kent. We got the trial seeded on August 
28 and the plants were up about 1 week later. Every plot looked good and had good vigor. The plants should get to 
about 2-3 leaf stage before freeze up.  This allows the plant time to mature to survive the winter. Our first year 
growing winter wheat had a very dry fall, so there was almost zero germination. The following spring the seed 
germinated and produced a good crop just the same. It is amazing how much the crop stools and spreads out over 
open ground. It is a very competitive crop and can compensate for a lot of winter kill. 
 
We seeded the trial into canola stubble although pea stubble would also work. It is important to seed it into stubble 
so it catches the snow which insulates and provides that initial moisture in the spring. 
 
The varieties listed are all hard red winter varieties except CDC Ptarmigan which is a soft white winter wheat 
(Table 12). The lodging was good with the exception of W425. CDC Ptarmigan was also the latest maturing of all 
the varieties although it was one of the highest yielding. The varieties had huge grain heads, a lot bigger than spring 
wheat although there were fewer of them. This year the trial was harvested a week ahead of our barley and more 
then 3 weeks ahead of our peas. 
 
Table 12. Fort Kent Winter Wheat Variety Results 2010  

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 
Radient Significance 

TWT 
(lbs/bu) 

1000 k 
(g) 

Height 
(cm) Maturity Lodging 

Protein 
(%) 

DH99W19H*16 177 126 a 58 33 93 1 2 11.4 

CDC Ptarmigan 164 117 ab 58 39 105 3 3 10.4 

DH99-55-2 155 111 bc 59 33 97 2 1 11.4 

DH00W31N*34 153 109 bcd 63 37 107 1 1 11.8 

Peregrine 145 104 cde 63 37 108 1 2 11.2 

DH99W18I*45 143 102 c-f 62 38 98 1 2 11.8 

AC Bellatrix 143 102 c-f 61 39 107 2 3 11.5 

CDC Harrier 142 101 c-f 61 34 110 1 2 10.7 

LE1213 142 101 c-f 61 36 88 1 2 11.9 

LF1815 142 101 c-f 61 34 94 1 2 11.2 

CDC Osprey 141 101 c-f 61 33 102 2 2 11.7 

Radiant 140 100 def 61 37 98 2 2 11.5 

CDC Raptor 140 100 def 63 33 94 1 2 11.7 

Accipiter 139 99 ef 60 29 85 2 2 11.3 

CDC Buteo 138 99 ef 62 37 108 2 2 11.9 

McClintock 134 96 ef 62 34 104 2 1 12.9 

CDC Falcon 132 94 ef 61 31 88 1 2 11.7 

W425 130 93 f 60 34 88 1 4 11.5 

            CV   5.7 
          

Green Field Pea 
 
This year we grew the green field pea trial in Fort Kent and St. Paul (Table 13 and Table 14).  Green peas are an 
excellent crop for our area and good way to keep your canola rotations to four years.  They are a little more difficult 
to grow then yellows because they bleach easily so care must be taken when harvest season approaches to get them 
off soon enough.  Some producers take them off wet and dry them down to ensure a good color.   
 
There were 4 varieties in the trial this year, with Cooper as the check.  This year lodging was the biggest concern in 
our trials.  Most of the varieties were perfectly flat during combining; making it more difficult and time consuming 
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to harvest.  The wet season created ideal conditions for disease development in the peas and was the biggest reason 
there was such wide spread and dramatic lodging. 
 
The peas in Fort Kent showed no varietal difference.  This can happen from any given year due to other external 
influences that effect the crop so much they deduct any varietal benefits there may be.  This year the obvious 
influence was disease due to excess moisture. 
 
Table 13. St. Paul Green Pea Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 
Cooper Significance 

TWT 
(lbs/bu) 

1000 k 
(g) 

Height 
(cm) Lodging 

COOPER 79 100 a 61 255 95 7 

CDC 1932-201 75 95 a 64 186 93 8 

CDC PATRICK 66 84 b 64 167 102 7 

MENDEL 59 75 c 66 167 98 7 

            CV   6.20 
        

Table 14. Fort Kent Green Pea Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 
Cooper Significance 

TWT 
(lbs/bu) 

1000 k 
(g) 

Height 
(cm) Lodging 

CDC PATRICK 75 109 a 61 185 108 6 

MENDEL 73 106 a 63 191 106 8 

COOPER 69 100 a 64 236 100 7 

CDC 1932-201 65 94 a 63 203 118 8 

           CV   7.42 
        

Yellow Field Peas 
 
Yellow field peas are also a good option for area farmers.  They are a little easier to grow then greens and also 
provide the same benefits of green peas.  Field peas fix nitrogen, cutting fertilizer requirements drastically.   
 
The yellow peas trials were grown in St. Paul and Fort Kent  (Table 15 and Table 16).  In both locations there were 
only small yield differences between the varieties meaning that there are lots to choose from for you to grow.   
There are lots of new numbered varieties like CDC 1897-14 and CDC 1749-8 that look like they will be big 
producers.   
 
Lodging was extreme in the yellow peas this year like the greens.  The moist cool conditions this year seemed to 
delay maturity.  The last few years they have always been harvested near the beginning of September but this year 
they were harvested near the end of September.   
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Table 15. St. Paul Yellow Peas Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 
Cutlass Significance 

TWT 
(lbs/bu) 

1000 k 
(g) 

Height 
(cm) Lodging 

CDC MEADOW 67 106 a 65 197 95 7 

CDC TREASURE 67 106 a 64 213 105 7 

CDC 1897-14 66 105 ab 66 190 106 9 

CDC 1749-8 65 103 ab 64 209 103 7 

STELLA 64 102 ab 60 213 99 7 

CANSTAR 64 102 ab 64 233 105 7 

ARGUS 64 102 ab 64 228 106 8 

CUTLASS 63 100 ab 62 200 98 8 

CDC PROSPER 57 90 b 65 139 85 9 

HUGO 47 75 c 64 176 103 9 

                CV   9.27 
        

Table 16. Fort Kent Yellow Pea Variety Results 2010 

Variety 
Yield 

(bu/ac) 
Yield % 
Cutlass Significance 

TWT 
(lbs/bu) 

1000 k 
(g) 

Height 
(cm) Lodging 

CDC 1897-14 88 119 a 64 202 111 7 

CDC MEADOW 88 119 a 63 212 115 8 

CDC 1749-8 88 119 a 62 222 119 7 

CANSTAR 80 108 b 62 242 113 5 

HUGO 80 108 b 62 208 99 9 
CDC 
TREASURE 78 105 bc 61 209 108 7 

CUTLASS 74 100 bc 62 213 105 9 

ARGUS 73 99 bc 64 238 113 5 

CDC PROSPER 72 97 c 62 141 115 8 

STELLA 71 96 c 62 211 114 7 

             CV   4.25 
        

Canola 
 
The 2010 Prairie Canola Variety Trials (PCVT) were cancelled due to industry concerns on how the trials were run.  
At this time there are on-going discussions to try and re-establish the trials for the upcoming 2011 season.   If you 
value the PCVTs please make your concerns heard by either contacting your seed reps or the Canola Council of 
Canada.  The PCVTs are an unbiased source of information regarding canola variety performance. 
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Sulphur Solutions Trials 
 
Sulphur Solutions is a fertility company that makes an elemental sulphur fertilizer that they claim is ready for the 
crop the year it is applied.  This year LARA grew two trials for Sulphur Solutions to test their products. 
 
The trials used several fertilizer treatments on wheat and canola to see which, if any, of the different sulpher 
fertilizers had an effect on the crop.  Ammonium Sulphate 21-0-0-24, MES 15 13-33-0-15, Tiger 90 0-0-0-90, and 
Sulphur Solutions (SS) 0-0-0-90 were used as the sulphur fertililzers.  Tiger and SS are elemental sulphur fertilizers 
and are usually only available to the crop the year after application although SS claims to be available the same year 
it is applied.  The sulpher was banded with the seed, banded just below the seed or broadcast.  Observations were 
made throughout the year.    
 
Wheat 
The wheat trial was planted on May 14 and harvested on October 28.  The trials were grown and harvested in the 
same respect as the regional trials.   
 
During the year you could not visually detect any differences between treatments; that is to say, they all looked the 
same.  It did not seem to matter what kind of sulphur fertilizer was applied to wheat, they all responded equally.  
This is not particularily surprising considering wheat is not a high user of sulphur.  The yields showed that every 
treatment yielded statistically the same.  The results would tend to show that unless you have dramatically little 
sulphur content in your soil, a sulphur fertilizer may not be cost effective in wheat.   
 
Table 17. Sulphur Solutions Wheat Results 2010 

Treatment Yield 
Yield % 
of No S Significance 

TWT 
(lbs/bu) 

1000 k 
(g) 

Height 
(cm) Lodging 

Early 
Vigor 

SS w/seed 92 102 a 62 35 94 1 1 
No S 90 100 a 62 35 96 1 1 
MES 15 & SS w/band 90 100 a 61 34 96 1 1 
SS broadcast 89 99 a 61 35 96 1 1 
Tiger 90 w/seed 89 99 a 61 31 96 1 1 
MES 15 w/band 89 99 a 60 33 96 1 1 
Tiger 90 w/band 88 98 a 62 36 97 1 1 
Am Sul w/band 88 98 a 61 33 93 1 1 
SS w/band 85 94 a 61 34 94 1 1 
     CV   7.20 

 
Canola 
The canola trial showed large differences between treatments (Table 18).  The canola trial was seeded on May 18 at 
the LARA farm in Fort Kent but was unable to be combined.   
 
 Visual indications leading up to harvest showed that the canola in the elemental fertilizer treatments was 
responding like the no sulphur treatment. The treatments with MES 15 and Ammonium Sulphate had better vigor, 
earlier flowering, and seemed like they would be ready to harvest sooner. Canola is a much higher user of sulphur 
than wheat so it is not unusual to see a response to reduced sulphur. 
 
Although there was no final harvest data it is unlikely that the above trends would have changed.  For this year the 
results suggested that any form of elemental sulphur is not available to the plants for that year.  It is important when 
deciding on your fertility to make sure that it will be available the year you need it. 
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Table 18. Sulphur Solutions Canola Results 2010 

Treatment 
Early 
Vigor 

Days to 10% 
Flower 

Growth 
Stage 

Height 
(cm) 

MES 15 & SS w/band 1 46 5.3 99 
MES 15 w/band 1 46 5.3 108 
Am Sul w/band 1 46 5.4 117 
SS w/seed 3 54 5.1 117 
No S 3 53 5 106 
SS broadcast 3 53 5.1 114 
Tiger 90 w/seed 3 54 5.1 112 
Tiger 90 w/band 3 53 5.1 102 
SS w/band 3 54 5.1 106 
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Canola Diagnostic Demonstration 2010 
 

Partners: Alberta Canola Producers Commission 
Canola Council of Canada 
M.D. of Bonnyville 
County of St. Paul 
Lac La Biche County 
St. Paul Municipal Seed Cleaning Plant 

 
Trial Information: 

Variety: 45H28 RR      
TKW: 3.6 g 
Date Seeded: May 17, 2010 
Fertility: 300 lbs/ac of 25-6-13-7 
Date Sprayed: June 18, 2010 
Date Harvested: October 12, 2010 
Yield Goal: 50 bu/ac 

 
Trial Report: 
This spring Lakeland Agriculture Research Association established a canola diagnostic demonstration at the LARA 
farm, Fort Kent. Funding and support for the trial was provided by the Canola Council of Canada, Alberta Canola 
Producers Commission, the Agriculture Opportunity Fund and local counties. The seed for the demonstration was 
donated by the St. Paul Municipal Seed Cleaning Plant.  
 
The goal of the demonstration was to mimic common �mistakes � that can be made when seeding and managing 
canola. Observations were made throughout the season to identify differences between the treatments. Yield data 
was collected for this trial, however, because it was only a demonstration the yield data is not considered 
statistically relevant (it would have to be replicated at least three times to be considered statistically relevant); yield 
data is only an indication of what the yield differences might have been.  
 
One part of the demonstration compared different seeding depths. Correct depth is crucial when seeding a seed as 
small as canola. The less energy and time it takes for the seed to break the surface the more vigorous your seedling 
will be.  In the demonstration canola was seeded at 0.5�, 1�,  and 2� (Treatments 1-18 Table 19). This was repeated 
with differing seeding rates and seeding speeds. The 0.5� show ed the best vigor as the crop emerged and appeared 
to form the healthiest plant stand. The treatments of 0.5� depth trearments were the first to 10% flower and mature d 
faster then the other two deeper depths; they also generally yielded better. Throughout the season it was very easy to 
see that the 0.5� was always ahead of the 1� and the 1� alw ays ahead of the 2�.  The demonstration would suggest 
that for better yields and earlier maturity a seeding depth of 0.5� is optimum. Of all the factors tested, seeding de pth 
also seemed to have the greatest effect on canola establishment and production.  
 
The demonstration also compared different seeding rates (Treatments 1-18 Table 19).  Seeding rates of 5, 10, and 
15 plants/ft2 were used at varying depths and seeding speeds.  This was a good year for canola at the farm in Fort 
Ken; there was adequate moisture and little disease and insect pressure.  All of the seeding rates seemed to yield the 
same. Problems would start to arise with a seeding rate of 5 if you had some sort of vector like drought, insects, or 
disease act upon your field.  As plants are lost to these pressures, plant counts may drop below recommended levels 
and result in significant yield loss. This year any plant that emerged survived and thrived, but that will not always 
be the case; higher seeding rates provide a buffer to plant stand losses. The 15 plants/ft2 seeding rate does not seem 
to give any additional benefit above the 10 plants/ft2 rate, and may just be an unnecessary expense.  If you know 
you are going to have a perfect year, a 5 plant/ft2 field could potentially work, in all other cases 10 plants/ft2 would 
be the recommended seeding rate.  
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This demonstration also compared different seeding speeds (Treatments 1-18 in Table 19). The treatments in the 
demonstration were all seeded at both 4 mph and 5.5 mph.  Visually throughout the year the plots that were seeded 
at the 4 mph speed were more uniform and generally had a higher plant count.  It is very tempting to seed a little 
faster and cover more acres however, this can often lead to an increase in deep seeded canola and fertilizer 
placement that is not ideal.  When seeding too fast, soil can be thrown from one row to another and result in a 
deeper seed depth (buried seed) once your packer wheels come through.  At higher seeding speeds there also tends 
to be waves of seed placement from deep seeds to shallow seeds causing emergence and stands to be uneven. As 
mentioned earlier, seeding depth is a crucial factor in establishing successful canola, slower speeds ensures the 
seeding depth you want. If you are not convinced, try seeding just one pass at a slower rate next year and compare it 
to the rest of your field � see if there are any differen ces between the two canola stands. 
  
2,4-D and MCPA are common herbicides sprayed on fields to control volunteer canola in a pre-seed application.  
This is especially true when the rotations are tight.  In treatment 20 (Table 1) MCPA was applied as a pre-seed 
treatment and it greatly affected this year�s canola.  The canola was stressed as it emerged and as it grew there was a 
distinct twist in the crown of the plant due to herbicide injury from the MCPA .  Depending on the weather, you 
need about a week  for every gram of active ingredient you spray before it is safe for canola to emerge.  This may 
seem like a great way to control volunteer canola but it will reduce your yield. 
 
In treatment 22 there was no pre-seed application of Roundup.  This is often considered when there does not appear 
to be any weed issues in the spring or as a cost savings decision.  On this demonstration field, there were a few 
weeds but not many in early May. Once the seeds emerged in late May you could really see a difference in 
treatment 22.  It had a lot more weed pressure than the sprayed treatments.  Weeds are often hard to see or judge.  A 
pre-seed spray of glyphosate is a great way to ensure your canola gets off to best possible start it can. 
  
Treatments 22-27 were sprayed in-crop at varying times of development.  In all cases, the later the spray the more 
the crop was damaged; as the pods were forming you could see the many more aborted pods the later the crop was 
sprayed.  When you spray make sure you are spraying when the crop is at 2-3 leaf stage.  Any later and you will 
lose pods and possibly yield. 
  
Treatment 28-30 varied the amount of seed placed urea.  There was not a lot of difference between the treatments in 
the demonstration.  The 60 lbs/ac treatment did seem to have a delayed maturity which makes sense with the greater 
amount of N.  This year there was lots of moisture and this made the higher rates of N with the seed safe.  On a dry 
year there would probably have been bigger problems, such as more burned seed in the higher N treatments.  
Depending on your seeding equipment, once you get into the 40-60 lbs/ac of seed placed urea you are running a risk 
of losing some of your seed.  The best option is to band your fertilizer or run over your field twice. 
  
Treatment 31, high wind, was in the trial to demonstrate the importance of tube sock technology.  One of the best 
practices you can have is to put a sock around one of your knives or shovels and seed with it and then take a look at 
your seed.  If you are noticing any cracked seed you need to reduce your fan speed.  Any seed that is cracked is not 
going to germinate and canola seed is too expensive to lose before it even goes in the ground! 
  
Treatment 34 was a treatment that was thrown in to show the impact of no fertilizer on canola production. The 
effects were very visible throughout the season. The canola was always a dull green with small plants and lots of 
weeds. No fertilizer will very obviously limit your production. 
  
The demonstration attracted a number of visitors, and industry professionals and producers from the Lakeland and 
all over the province came and toured the plots.  Next year, a similar trial is planned for the County of St. Paul and 
we are excited about what it will show us and what we can learn! 
  
Next year a similar trial is planned for the County of St. Paul.  It is an excellent way to see why canola 
recommendations are what they are.   It also gives the producer some visuals as to what could be happening in their 
fields.   
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Table 19. Canola Diagnostic Demonstration Data 

  Plants/ft2 % Flower Staging Lodging bu/ac 
Treatment Depth (in)/Rate (pl/ft2)/Speed (mph) 22-Jun 5-Jul 25-Aug 12-Oct 12-Oct 

1 0.5/5/4 7 10 5.3 2 68 
2  1/5/4 4 2 5.3 2 72 
3  2/5/4 3 2 5.1 2 61 
4 0.5/10/4 13 5 5.3 2 61 
5  1/10/4 9 2 5.3 2 56 
6  2/10/4 8 2 5.2 2 60 
7 0.5/15/4 18 10 5.2 4 59 
8  1/15/4 15 5 5.2 4 59 
9  2/15/4 12 2 5.2 4 61 

10 0.5/5/5.5 5 5 5.2 2 61 
11  1/5/5.5 5 2 5.1 2 61 
12  2/5/5.5 5 2 5.1 2 57 
13 0.5/10/5.5 8 10 5.2 2 59 
14  1/10/5.5 8 5 5.2 2 60 
15 2/10/5.5 8 2 5.1 2 55 
16 0.5/15/5.5 13 10 5.3 4 60 
17 1/15/5.5 15 10 5.2 4 55 
18 2/15/5.5 7 2 5 4 55 
19 Normal Check 9 10 5.3 2 57 
20 2,4-D Pre-seed Application 6 2 5.1 2 55 
21 Normal Check 8 10 5.3 4 57 
22 No Pre-Seed Spray 9 10 5.1 4 56 
23 In Crop 2-3 leaf 9 10 5.3 2 62 
24 In Crop 2-3 leaf & Bud (June 30) 8 10 5 2 45 
25 In Crop 2-3 & Flower (July 9) 7 10 5 2 60 
26 Normal Check 7 10 5.2 2 61 
27 In Crop 2-3 & Early Bud (June 23) 8 10 5.1 2 58 
28 20 lbs/ac of urea w/seed 8 10 5.2 2 62 
29 40 lbs/ac of urea w/seed 7 10 5.2 4 67 
30 60 lbs/ac of urea w/seed 6 5 5.1 4 62 
31 High wind 8 10 5.2 2 57 
32 Normal Check 7 10 5.3 2 60 
33 Normal Check 7 10 5.3 3 52 
34 No fertilizer 11 5 5.3 2 35 

Normal Check = 0.5 inches deep, 10 plants/ft2 , seeded at 4 mph. 
Lodging 1 = erect, 9 = flat 
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Staging Chart 
5 Ripening  5.1 Seeds in lower pods full size, translucent 

5.2 Seeds in lower pods green 
5.3 Seeds in lower pods green-brown or green-yellow mottled 
5.4 Seeds in lower pods yellow or brown 
5.5 Seeds in all pods brown, plant dead 
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2010 Alberta Pulse Growers - Best Seeding Practices Demonstration 
 
Introduction: 
The importance of using certified seed, maintaining proper seed depth and rate, and using seed treatments can easily 
be demonstrated and the extra cost balanced by improving returns.  
 
Methods: 
The Seeding Practices Demonstration was planted on May 13 using a Fabro 5 row, zero till seeder with atom jet 
dual openers. The demonstration was located in the M.D. of Bonnyville (NE 25 61-05 W4).  Four passes were made 
for each treatment making the plots 4.6m wide and 10m long.  There were a total of 7 treatments where depth, 
seeding rate, type of seed, and treatment of seed were changed (Table 20).     
 
Cooper peas were used for all treatments. Vitaflo was used as a seed treatment for treated plot. Treatment 2 used 
seeds sprayed by glyphosate to mimic germination on a field desiccated with glyphosate.   
 
Treatments were observed throughout the season and ranked from 1 (best) to 7 (worst).   Plant counts were taken 
and lodging scores taken on all treatments.  A final rank was assigned based on observations taken throughout the 
season. 
   
Trial Information: 

Seeding Date: May 13, 2010    
Fertility: 50 lbs/ac 11-52-0 with seed (Inoculant was added to seed before seeding). 
Herbicides used: Roundup Transorb, Poast, and  Odyssey  
Harvest Date: N/A 

 
Tables: 
 
Table 20. Seeding Practices � Rank of Treatments 

Treatment 
Depth 

(in) 

Seedin
g Rate 
(pl/ft2) 

Actual 
Plant 
Stand 
(pl/ft2) 

Certified 
Seed 

Seed 
Treatment 

Early 
Season 
Vigor 
Rank 

Late 
Season 
Rank Lodging 

Weed 
Pressure 

Rank 
Overall 
Rank 

1 1.5 8 7 Yes Yes 1 1 8 1 1 

3 0.5 8 6 Yes No 2 2 8 1 2 

4 1.5 8 6 Yes No 2 2 8 1 2 

7 1.5 11 10 Yes No 2 2 8 1 2 

5 3 8 5 Yes No 5 5 8 1 5 

6 1.5 4 4 Yes No 6 6 8 1 5 

2 1.5 8 2 Glyphosate No 7 7 9 7 7 
Lodging 1 = erect, 9 = flat 
Rank of Plots 1 = best, 7 = worst 
 
Discussion: 
This is the third year this demonstration has been planted by LARA. Although there are differences in ranks of 
treatments from year to year there is a definite pattern on the best seeding practices. This year the trial was not 
harvested because of pigeon damage. Next year LARA will purchase a noise cannon to try and deal with an ever 
increasing pigeon population. 
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 This year the glyphosate treatment was the worst with hardly any seed germination. The glyphosate might have 
been applied a little high but the obvious conclusion is that it kills the seedling. Glyphosate should not be used for 
desiccation on fields that are used for subsequent years� seed stocks.   
 
Treatment 1 was again the best treatment.  Seed treatment seems to give the crop a better vigor early in the season.   
Seed treatment should be considered whenever field peas are grown. 
 
There did not seem to be a difference between the 0.5 inch and 1.5 inch treatments and this is probably because of 
the adequate moisture we received at Fort Kent.  Fort Kent got about 400 mm of moisture during the growing 
season. If it would have been a drier year the 0.5 inch would have suffered. The 3 inch depth took a hit and did not 
establish as quickly as the shallower depths. 
 
Seeding rates of 11 and 8 plants/ft2 faired better the 4 plants/ft2 . Treatment 6 never looked that good and was easily 
the 2nd worst treatment in the demonstration along with treatment 5.   
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




