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Introduction 

 

Soil organic matter is the foundation of sustainable production systems. The collective 

knowledge of our soils on Prince Edward Island has revealed trends that are causing some 

alarm and encouraging farmers to consider new soil management practices. There is also a 

concern that a gradual decrease in soil organic matter on PEI is being paralleled by gradually 

decreasing yields. Decreasing soil health conditions also poses environmental concern as soil 

erosion, and nutrient transport from agriculture land has been shown to negatively impact 

watercourses on Prince Edward Island. As a result, a multi-year project between Kensington 

North Watershed Association (KNWSA)  and the PEI Department of Agriculture and Fisheries 

(PEIDAF) began in the spring of 2015 to promote best management practices that improve soil 

health and promote soil conservation through on-farm demonstrations and extension activities 

with growers from within the Kensington North area. 

 

From 2015 to early 2018, several projects have been undertaken on farms spanning from 

Malpeque Bay west to New London Bay east with the KNWSA. Specific goals that were 

associated with the project included: 
 

1.  Assess soil quality and productivity within various crop rotations with all-encompassing 

approach using the Cornell Soil Health procedure. 

 

2. Demonstrate residual tillage cultivators and compare their performance to mouldboard 

plough with field trials in regards to soil health. 

 

3. Perform field trials with cover crops, catch crops and nurse crops, to promote erosion 

control, nutrient capture, and soil health. 

 

4.  Work with other agricultural groups, watershed groups, government departments and 

farmers toward a protocol for performing, joining, reporting, and accessing results for 

field trials and other appropriate material. 

 

Objective 1. Assess soil quality and productivity within various crop 

rotations with an all-encompassing approach using the Cornell Soil Health 

procedure 
 

A major component of this project was to assess soil quality within the KNWSA area and 

to help establish baseline soil health data for a variety of different farms within the watershed. 

This data will also be used to be included in a provincial project that is developing localized 

ratings for soil health tests that will be available for producers at the PEI Analytical Laboratory. 

Over the length of the project, 31 different farms were analyzed using the Cornell Soil Health 
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Assessment from the Soil Health Laboratory at Cornell University in Ithaca, NY (Table 1). The 

Cornell Soil Health (CSH) test offers a suite of biological, chemical, and physical soil tests for 

producers to better understand the soil productivity of a field.  

 

Table 1.  Summary of sampling work done from 2015-2017 

Year Fields Zones Points 
Field Area 

(ac) 

Total # of 
Participating 
Producers 

2015 13 23 235 568 10 

2016 28 63 492 1,257 18 

2017 30 63 648 1,546 22 

 

 

 

Every spring, prior to crop planting, fields were sampled with producer’s approval, for soil 

health (Figure 1). Members of the KNWSA crew would sample these fields at the start of every 

season. Each field was divided into zones (if a large field) and subsampled with a spade and 

use of a penetrometer. In each zone, a soil sample was collected and sent to the Cornell Soil 

Health Lab for analysis. Penetrometer readings were also taken at each zone measuring 

compaction at 1 inch intervals from 1 inch through to 18 inches (or however deep the 

compaction could be measured up to 18 inches). A total of acreage covered over the length of 

the program was >3000 acres and is depicted in Figure 2. 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  Soil health testing using spade, penetrometer (left), sample collection (right) 

 



Promoting Soil Health and Conservation: Agriculture Stewardship Project 2015-2018 

3 

 

Figure 2. Map of all sites sampled for soil health analysis from 2015-2017. 
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The soil health data collected for this project introduced new parameters to soil testing 

that have not been historically measured on PEI. There were 136 samples that were sent to the 

Cornell Soil Health Laboratory. An explanation of the individual tests offered in the CSH test is 

located in Table 2 (below). These parameters are organized around biological, physical, and 

chemical properties of the soil. 

 

  

Table 2. Summary of Cornell Soil Health (CSH) Standard Package 

 Test 
Available at 
PEIAL Lab 

What the test measures 

Biological 

Organic matter Yes Total organic carbon 

Active Carbon No Active portion of organic matter 

Soil Protein No 
Organic matter quality and organic 

nitrogen storage 

Respiration No Microbial activity 

Physical 

Available Water capacity No Water storage  

Surface/subsurface hardness No Compaction, aeration 

Aggregate stability No 
Strength and structure of soil 

aggregates 

 

Chemical 

pH  Yes Acidity of rootzone water 

Nutrient concentrations Yes Nutrients & micronutrients 

 Note: An overview of the distribution of individual soil health analyses are listed in the Results 

section of the report.  
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Objective 2. Demonstration of residual tillage cultivators and comparing 

their performance to mouldboard plough with field trials with regards to soil 

health. 

Residue Tillage On-Farm Demonstrations  

 

A comparison between the use of residue tillage implements and plowing implements 

was conducted in all three years of the project (with greatest emphasis on these trials in year 

2016). Growers who participated in these trials left one section of their own field to normal 

plowing practice on that farm (known as the grower standard practice check strip). The other 

section of the field was left for use of a residue tillage implement (Lemken or Pottinger Synkro). 

In partnership with Kensington Agricultural Services and Green Diamond Equipment, the 

equipment was brought to the grower’s farm for use as a demonstration purpose on that section 

of the field. 

 

 

Figure 3. Residue tillage trial (left), Pottinger Synkro example (right) 

 

All treatments were on rotations where a heavy forage sod with a high grass content 

(e.g. clover/timothy) precedes potatoes, requiring a glyphosate application prior to residue 

tillage.1 No herbicide was required in the mouldboard practice. Yields the following fall within 

both treatments were taken from the crop (potatoes or soybeans) in some of the trials for 

comparison between treatments. Processing potato yield samples were processed by 

Cavendish Farms’ central grading facility. Soybean yields and chipstock potato yields were 

conducted by KNWSA staff and PEIDAF staff. 

 

There were a total of 9 split trials in this project, mostly conducted in 2016. In the final 

year of the project, participating farmers had either purchased a residue tillage implement or 

decided to continue inversion ploughing—in many cases citing concerns around pathogen 

                                                
1 For annual crops such as mustard, buckwheat, and cereals, residue tillage implements do not require herbicide.  
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(scab) risk under increased residue.2 As a result, only one trial was added in 2017.3 The fields 

that were graded at a central grading facility for potatoes were used to estimate marketable 

yield and revenue per acre and are shown in the results section of this report.  

 

Numerically, residue tillage revenue per acre averaged approximately $500/a higher 

than mouldboard plough control strips (Appendix H). Yield variability of approximately +/- 20% 

was observed across harvested repetitions (4 per treatment) and is further evidenced by yield 

variability samples taken in 2016 where yields ranged from 175 - 425 cwt/ac (Appendix H). 

Statistical analysis was conducted to assess data quality, outliers, and random error for each 

trial. Four out of seven trials showed significant differences between treatments, with higher 

revenue associated with the residual tillage implement (p value < 0.10, Appendix H).4  The 

dataset as a whole suggests residue tillage may carry financial short term benefits in addition to 

longer term benefits associated with erosion protection and residue distribution. This data is 

                                                
2 Dr. Rick Peters, a soil pathogen researcher from AAFC Charlottetown was invited to speak at a growers meeting 
where he suggested increased pH associated with residue tillage may increase scab risk and proposed altered pH 
management as a way to mitigate risk while adopting residue tillage.   
3 There were actually 9 trials in total conducted. Only field scale trials graded by a central grading facility are 
included. Trials omitted also showed increased yields under residue tillage practices.  
4 3 out of 7 were significant at p < .05, with a total of 4 of 7 trials significant at p< .10. Each trial was analyzed 
individually as per harvested repetitions. Analysis was also done for the complete dataset as per each trial average 
as shown in Appendix P. 

  
Figure 4. Residue tillage demonstration fields comparing residues from residue-tillage 
treatment (left) and moldboard plowed treatment (right) in photo A, and a field completely 
residue-tilled in photo B taken in February 2016. 
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also in agreement with concurrent research and will be included in a larger dataset being 

developed by the PEI Potato Boards’ agronomy initiative for marketable yield (AIM) which will 

provide more stable results at a provincial scale. 5 

 

 

Figure 5. Results of individual split field residue tillage trials (revenue $/a).  

 

 

 

Soil Health and Residue Tillage 

 

In addition to baseline soil health data collected for whole fields, soil health samples 

were collected for both treatments on five residue tillage split trials. Residue tillage averaged 

higher for active carbon and aggregate stability whereas the mouldboard plough averaged 

higher for microbial respiration (Figure 6). Differences in aggregate stability and active carbon 

were more statistically distinct than differences in respiration, however no soil health indicators 

were statistically significant at p < .05. More replications are necessary to examine short term 

soil health response to tillage.  

 

                                                
5 PEIDAF and AAFC have collected data over the past several years and have observed similar increases in 
marketable yield.  
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Figure 6. Average active carbon and aggregate stability percentages under mouldboard and 

residual tillage practices. 

 

Tillage Impacts on Nitrogen Movement and Availability 

 

During the 2016 season, soil samples were collected from five of the residue tillage and 

mouldboard plough split field trials and analyzed for soil nitrate values, to help assess nitrogen 

availability throughout the season. Soil cores were taken at 6, 12, 18, and 24 inch depth 

intervals six times throughout the growing season.  

 

This data suggests that nitrate may behave slightly differently dependent on tillage operations 

conducted in the previous fall.  Although this data is based on one season’s data and can be 

dependent on temperature and moisture conditions for that year’s growing conditions, soil 

nitrate levels appeared to remain fairly stable with a slight decline within the root zone for a 

longer period of time under the RT treatment in comparison to the MP treatment throughout the 

growing season (Figures 7 and 8). 
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Figure 7. Stacked average nitrate concentrations (in ppm of N03-N) on moldboard plow (MP) 

tilled fields over growing season. 

 

 
Figure 8. Stacked average nitrate concentrations (ppm of N03-N) on residue tillage (RT) fields 

over growing season. 
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Objective 3. Perform field trials with cover crops, catch crops and nurse 

crops, to promote erosion control, nutrient capture, and soil health. 

Cover Cropping and Nurse Cropping 

 

Two cover cropping split trials were conducted over the course of the project, however, 

due to the limited sample size there were no observable trends in soil health data.6 In potato 

rotations, cover crops are ideally applied after potato harvest or after primary deep tillage in fall. 

Depending on seasonal conditions, harvest may be delayed past the point where even the 

hardiest of cultivars can successfully germinate and survive winter. This uncertainty combined 

with the relative novelty of cover crops in the Kensington North watershed area limited 

participation in cover cropping trials, and emphasis was put on the tillage trials as these trials 

saw greater uptake by growers.  

 

However, since 2015, the use of cover crops was widely discussed during on-farm visits 

and producer meetings. Questions around cover crop seed, seeding rates, and seeding dates 

were frequently directed at KNWSA staff and associates. In addition, the Kensington North 

region has notably observed the use of cover crops increase substantially since the project 

began in 2015. This is likely due to increased agronomic discussion and wider acceptance of 

existing research supporting the use of cover cropping in sustainable agriculture, both of which 

KNWSA was able to play a role in through this project. A separate program provided by the 

PEIDAF Agriculture Stewardship Fund which helps fund winter cereals following row crops may 

have also been a factor in uptake of winter cover cropping within this area. 

 

Nurse cropping was included in the current proposal for this project to add as a potential 

best management practice to include in on-farm demonstration trials. The use of a nurse crop 

(i.e. fall rye or spring barley) was used on a farm with help by Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 

in the KNWSA area within the first years of the project, however the best management practices 

associated with sowing and termination of the nurse crop with potatoes had not yet been 

established. The demonstration with this farm received variable crop yield results within the 

nurse crop treatment area in comparison to the GSP treatment. Given that the management of 

nurse cropping was not yet at a level where management suggestions could be made for 

growers to successfully achieve nurse cropping benefits without yield decline, using it as a on-

farm demonstration within the project with other growers was decided against. KNWSA has 

been staying in communication with this farm to keep informed on this work and is interested in 

promoting this work in the future if found to be a successful best management practice for 

promoting soil water capacity during the growing season and reducing erosion in the early 

season of potato production. 

 

                                                
6 This protocol used a cover crop treatment and a control strip with no cover crop. Soil health samples were collected 
from each in fall and spring to test for any changes.  
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Figure 9 - Early established fall cover crop in Kensington North area 
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Objective 4. Work with other agricultural groups, watershed groups, 

government departments and farmers toward a protocol for performing, 

joining, reporting, and accessing results for field trials and other appropriate 

material. 

 

Communication with Producers and other Agricultural Associations 

 

Working with the producers of this area was the most important aspect of this project in 

order to progress on best management practices. Producer meetings were held annually in the 

spring of the year to discuss work that was accomplished the year previous, and to show results 

from research trials and to discuss soil health results.  

 

Producer feedback was very positive throughout the project, and interest in continuing 

soil health research on-farm following the completion of this project is very supportive from the 

growers. The large amount of participation of growers for the soil health sampling and increased 

participation in CSH spring sampling with each concurrent year of the project helps demonstrate 

the interest from growers in soil health and this project. 

 

During the winter months of each season, KNWSA staff and Kyra Stiles (PEIDAF) met 

with participating producers to go over the individual soil health results with each farmer. 

Discussions included explanation of each soil parameter and discussion of how to implement 

best management practices on farm to help improve soil parameters that could affect their 

fields’ soil health (and potentially crop yields) was beneficial for growers. This was an effective 

use of time as it provided one-on-one time for producers to discuss what worked for best 

management practices on their farm, what changes they would like to see or make, and 

difficulties in implementing some BMP’s, and how to troubleshoot some of these difficulties., and 

was also useful for PEIDAF staff to understand practical on-farm considerations to help 

influence useful PEI soil health development of tests and realistic BMP’s.  

 

Throughout the length of the project, KNWSA collaborated also with growers from the 

East Prince Agri-Environmental Association. This included providing soil health sampling to 

these growers, participation to grower meetings, and access to resources like the soil health 

infographic and any research trials conducted throughout the project. Continued work with other 

agricultural associations and watershed groups would be pivotal in continuing progress in soil 

health within this region. 
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Soil Health Manuals and Other Materials 

 

A smaller reproduction (approx. 40 pages) of the most useful sections of the Cornell Soil 

Health Manual was produced by the KNWSA to give out to producers as a resource for growers 

looking to find more information on soil health and the results they received from soil health 

tests on their farm. Approximately 40 copies were reproduced and distributed to growers. 

Feedback on providing hard-copy resources materials that helped provide extra information on 

soil health testing and soil health strategies was well received. 

 

Weighted soil compaction meters (or drop hammer penetrometers) were also fabricated 

through a local metal shop for the watershed through this project. The use of a weighted 

penetrometer was first observed in the summer of 2017 at a “Soil Health Caravan” workshop 

that KNWSA helped host with the PEI Potato Board in a field near Indian River, PE. Four 

penetrometers were made in early 2018 for use within the watershed in upcoming seasons 

(Figure 10). The compaction meter operates by placing the metal rod (with attached weight) 

perpendicular to the soil surface and observing the depth that the rod enters the soil while 

tallying the total amount of times that the attached weight is dropped. These compaction meters 

will allow for efficient and consistent results for any user, and results are not based on different 

user’s strength or consistent pressure when pushed into the soil. Use of this penetrometer will 

be further calibrated by the watershed to under differing soil moisture levels, to identify what 

number of weighted “drops” correlate to what compaction readings in psi are given from an 

electronic penetrometer. This provides access to a cheaper, easy to use option for growers to 

assess soil compaction within their fields without having to purchase an expensive electronic 

penetrometer. 

 
Figure 10. A drop hammer penetrometer from KNWSA 
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Infographic 

 

An online fact sheet (infographic) was developed to post local trial results on soil health 

projects and to summarize secondary literature on various aspects of soil health. The document 

uses a combination of brief text snippets balanced with charts and images to explain what 

organic matter consists of, how it can be maintained, what value it adds to cropping systems, 

and what management practices have been attributed to increased soil health and productivity. 

With a platform in place to post content viewable on multiple devices, KNWSA will continue to 

update this document with new research, drawing on the editorial advice of researchers to 

ensure it represents the best of what is known about soil health and associated themes such as 

nutrient management. Ultimately, the goal will be to translate the ecological value of healthy soil 

into economic estimates that can help stakeholders better understand the future returns 

associated with investing in soil. The URL for this document is http://knwsa.com/agri/soil-health-

infographic. 

 

 

Impact on the Watershed and plans for the future 

 

Preliminary observations outlined in this report reveal multiple opportunities for 

continued soil health research in the Kensington North Watershed. The baseline data collected 

demonstrates significant variability in soil health across the many fields sampled, indicating 

room for improvement in the larger Kensington North area. Together with a ratings system now 

being developed by the PEIDAF, research focused on identifying management practices 

associated with healthy soil is especially timely given concerns around declining soil organic 

matter and increased erosion risk associated with changing weather patterns. This report has 

identified tillage type as a parameter that merits further investigation. In addition to tillage type, 

tillage frequency has been linked to soil carbon and nitrogen and would complement the data 

produced by this project.7   

 

In the context of climate change, projects which include a focus on the adaptation and 

mitigation potential associated with increases in soil carbon, water, and nutrient efficiency are 

necessary to fully appraise the value of healthy soils.  The Kensington North Watershed will 

continue to participate in projects to these ends, focusing more specifically on the practical 

measurement and management of soil health as well the ecosystem services associated with 

healthier soils. Projects will center around:  

 

1. Technology adoption for higher density data collection so that changes in soil health 

properties can be correlated with management practices to create the necessary 

                                                
7 For example, research by Angers et. al. in 1999 demonstrated reduced tillage increased active Carbon and 
Nitrogen 
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feedback loops (in addition to yield) for continued investment in soils. Examples could 

include: 

a. The use of biomass models and drone sensors with sensitive rotational crops to 

produce productivity maps for identifying sampling zones, nitrogen status, etc.  

b. Longer term, higher density soil health sampling to track spatial changes in soil 

properties over growing seasons and from year to year.  

 

2. Organic matter management and combined use of green, living crops and reduced 

tillage to improve ecosystem services provided by soils. Examples could include:   

a. Measuring and modelling how soil health can be managed by crop choice (C:N), 

tillage timing, and tillage frequency  

b. Estimating water, nutrient, and carbon storage value of organic matter and net 

GHG emissions associated with various organic matter improvement strategies.  

c. Erosion control, windblocking, and microclimates using structures such as grass 

waterways, forested windblocks, and strip/cover/nurse cropping to slow water 

runoff and prevent the removal of soils from field. 
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Appendices 

 

Soil Health Test Results (2015-2017) 

 

Over 100 samples were submitted to both Cornell Soil Health Laboratory and the PEI 

Analytical Laboratory for soil analysis. A detailed explanation of some results from these tests 

are explained below. The Cornell soil health ratings varied dependent on test, however, in most 

cases the raw data was relatively normally distributed (50% of the data below average and 50% 

above) indicating that the ratings given by Cornell may not be applicable to PEI conditions and 

may require adjustment to reflect the local range of values for PEI. The Cornell ratings are not 

shown here, but instead include raw values for each test. 
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Appendix A. Organic Matter 

 

Total soil organic matter is a function of the total amount of carbon (active and inactive) 

within the soil, and can influence many water, air and and nutrient holding capacities of the soil. 

An overview of the distribution of organic matter levels in the Kensington North area shows an 

average of just above 2.5%, in agreement with the PEI Soil Quality Monitoring project data 

showing organic matter levels decreasing below 3% circa 1998 (Figure 11).   

 

Table 3. Summary of Soil organic matter (SOM) statistics 

 Cornell Soil Health Lab PEI Analytical Lab 

Average 2.7 %  + 0.3 2.5 % + 0.4 

Minimum 1.93 1.6  

Maximum 3.79 3.9 

 

Figure 11. Distribution of SOM 
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Appendix B. Active Carbon 

 

Active carbon represents a short term organic matter fraction that represents the actively 

“decomposing” and living carbon matter of the soil, and has been found to show responses to 

changes in management practices over shorter periods of time in comparison to total SOM 

values. The data collected on active carbon reinforces a difference between total and active 

organic matter. While there was some correlation between the two tests, active carbon varied 

significantly over a wide range of total organic matter values (e.g Active carbon could be higher 

at 2.5% total SOM and lower at 2.75% total SOM, Figure 12). Both raw data and ratings were 

normally distributed with raw data values ranging from 200 - 700 and most data points falling 

between 350 - 550 (Figure 13).      

 

 

 

 
Figure 12. Relationship between active carbon & total organic matter 
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Figure 13. Distribution of active carbon results 
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Appendix C. Soil Respiration 

 

Soil respiration refers to the amount of metabolic activity (i.e. carbon dioxide respired) 

that is occurring within the microbial community, and can help infer activity by soil 

microorganisms. There were some yearly variations observed in respiration values but the data 

was normally distributed (Figure 14).   

 

 

Figure 14. Distribution of respiration values  
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Appendix D.  ACE Soil Protein Index 

 

The ACE soil protein index test is a measure of total amount of bound soil nitrogen that 

can be slow-released and available to a crop through nitrogen mineralization and decomposition 

of microbial organisms and crop residues throughout the season. Soil protein test values also 

showed some yearly variation but also appeared normally distributed (Figure 15).    

 
Figure 15. Distribution of ACE soil protein results 
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Appendix E. Aggregate Stability 

 

Aggregate stability is a test that helps predict soil structure and the resistance of the soil 

to forces like precipitation and erosion, by measuring how soil aggregates dissociate under a 

simulated rainfall. Both raw values and ratings for aggregate stability were slightly skewed 

suggesting that, on average, aggregate stability is low relative to minimum and maximum values 

obtained and ratings are likely representing raw values well. Only a small selection of fields 

rated high. This may be due to cropping system biases and tillage intensity differences (Figure 

16).8 

 

 
Figure 16. Distribution of aggregate stability results  

 

  

                                                
8  Many fields sampled were in potato rotations with livestock and cereal rotations less well 
represented.  
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Appendix F.  Available Water Capacity 

 

Available water capacity is a prediction of the storage within the soil for holding water for 

plant uptake. Yearly effects on available water capacity data were proportional to the range of 

variation of all the whole data set suggesting the sensitivity of the test or the range of values 

observed may not be appropriate for local conditions (Figures 17 and 18).  

 
Figure 17. Distribution of water capacity results 

 

 
Figure 18. Yearly variation in available water capacity results  
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Appendix G. Surface & Subsurface Hardness 

 

Surface and subsurface hardness (also referred to as soil compaction) is a measure of 

how compressed the soil is within the 0-6” and 6-18” root zones, and how this can influence root 

penetration, and nutrient and water availability, and air space. Data for surface and subsurface 

hardness was based on penetrometer readings recorded at the time of sampling. This data is 

less normally distributed providing a less clear range of values. This may in part be attributable 

to the changes in soil hardness with wetting and timing of sampling. The sensitivity of 

penetrometer probes can also vary significantly under different conditions including time soil 

moisture, which is impacted by soil temperature. More data under uniform conditions may be 

necessary to develop an initial range of values (Figure 19).     

 
Figure 19. Distribution of surface hardness values 
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Figure 20. Distribution of subsurface hardness values  
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Appendix H. Residue Tillage Yield Data 

 
Figure 21. Residue tillage & mouldboard plough average revenue per acre 

 

 

 
 

Figure 22. Residue tillage & mouldboard plough average marketable yield per acre 
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2015 Farm B 

 Total 
yield 

Marketable Specific 
gravity 

Pay yield Pitted 
scab 

Total 
defects 

Mouldboard plow 293b 226b 1.087 2739b 0.07b 0.084a 

Restill 327a 289a 1.085 3366a 0.0a 0.0036b 

Treatment effect ** *** NS ** * * 

2016 Farm B 

Mouldboard plow 433 368 1.088a 4571 0.0085 0.116 

Restill 400 377 1.083b 4346 0 0.019 

Treatment effect NS NS * NS NS S at 10% 

2016 Farm C 

Mouldboard plow 348b 317 1.087b 3917b  0.042 

Restill 420a 392 1.089a 4725a  0.036 

Treatment effect * S at 10% * *  NS 

2016 Farm D 

Mouldboard plow 384 358 1.091a 4322  0.011 

Restill 404 377 1.086b 4627  0 

Treatment effect NS NS ** S at 10%  NS 

2016 Farm E 

Mouldboard plow 348b 284 1.089 3485  0.0065 

Restill 379a 331 1.090 4111  0.0187 

Treatment effect * S at 10% S at 10% S at 10%  S at 10% 

2016 Farm F 

Mouldboard plow 325 235 1.082 2716 0.0002 0.010 

Restill 336 244 1.081 2877 0 0.019 

Treatment effect S at 10% NS NS NS NS NS 

2017 Farm G 

Mouldboard plow 328 248 1.086 3297  0.057 

Restill 388 317 1.087 4011  0.043 

Treatment effect NS NS NS NS  NS 

Whole data set 

Mouldboard plow 351 290b 1.087 3558 0.0113a 0.045a 

Restill 377 329a 1.085 3969 0.0 b 0.019b 

Treatment effect S at 10% S NS S at 10% S S 

* Note that significance varies across trials. Asterisks (*, **, ***) indicate significance of at least 0.05 

(95% confidence intervals). S at 10% indicates significance at 0.1 (90% confidence). NS indicates no 

significance.  

Figure 23. Statistical analysis of individual RT and MP treatments 
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Figure 24. Marketable yield distribution from two fields sampled in 2016  

 


