Soll Quality For
Resliliency

Disclaimer: iti i e g

The Governments of Canade Inltlal QueStlonS o g i

British Columbia & the Investmgng j s forage fact i s i Y\ § roj
Agriculture Foundation of BC, ¢ nnovati ve Manageme ,,,‘\" or
pleased to participate in thee s | j encyo. The proj . ar I
production of this publication. W&, 4 r anchers to ident nut
are committed to working with QU cr opping managemen wi |
industry partners to address iss re resilient to cli .\ me s
of importance to the agriculture

agrifood industry in Britis . dd d |
Columbia. Opinions expressed yestions a resse all
this report are those of the Pe Lmponent of the stud )e/gt

River Forage Association of BCt& Ar € the methods tr 28
not necessarily those of tfe- Which soil propert

Investment Agriculture Foundat®rf ar m de mﬁ ?
t e

or the Governments of Canada3& Does field ki
British Columbia. farmers and compare mé

OAs produoiesr sorvmge S@d¢tl sha
pounds of beef, whiclf gd the answers to t
directly related to forage _ _

quality & quantity. Methods & Field Testing

The interface between beef t i ng the field kit
and forageFald 80li5|: g wraspietty

Ron Buchanafh cund that some of ]
consuming for a fiel

e
Relevant Factsheets: met hodol ogy supplied
Forage Fact #95:

Soil Quality Field KitPart! Spring 2016: For Sqfesld
above, we selected p -
Forage Fact #96: ith each cooper at g Physical ool feld
H
Forage Fact #107: were sampled. gr— Ei?rate
Soil Water & Resiliency g a Id I 2016: We N g o%ﬁeﬁldt':
r ques t1 on Sotype
. Contacts: were added to t hE° g .
Sandra Burton i S
250 789 6885 The next pages |Gdware il —
Agareqates ' rsity Soil field kit:
) : sults of one o gt h e SNutientPeiid | TS /| Soildepth
EISI:)I\SZ(OEIQBOS sampl ed during Heshting\ it Rootgrowth
field kit. The soil properti._e Rakpifatio
Julie Robinson coded to match the diagram at
250 262 7576 the right & pr e WoijieqiaanShowing congeptf sbil aiithfro@ Wgat ts S@ Health?” by Yamily Zavala,

CARA at the Western Canada Conference on Soil Health in Edmonton, December, 2015.

Peace River Forage Association
of British Columbia

PRt LLLLLIERLETPPS sazaarune "




Page Soil Quality For Resiliency
N . No Winter . .
Description/ Innovationy__ .. , Ratings With Ranges
P feeding | feeding g g Gold Stars, Key Messdges
GPS: 334 272 & Management Implications
Soil Quality Indicator | Test Value Test Valug  Poor Mid Way | Good
Physicg Structure Indey 125 129 0-30  30-60 60 Structure is/|rat
Traits
Texture sandy loal sandy loaf clays & clay loam: loam
of surface horizan sands
Infiltration _ 0-0.6 0.6-6 6-20 + [ganfiltration needs to be imprqved
(in/ hr for 2nd rate) for both soils.
Bulk Density 1.1 1.4 1.6-1.8+ 1.4-1.6 <1.1-1.4 aThe winter feeding site is slightly
(g/cm3) denser than ideal with a loam.
Soil Moisture | 1.6 2.4 <.9 9-1.9 >1.9 Dramatic increase in spring goil
; ) moisture with 2 yr winter feeding.
inches per foot of soil
Available Wate] 2.3 2.6 <.9 9-1.9 >1.9 |AWinterfeeding increased the wa-
Holding Capacity ter holding capacity of the soil.
inches per foot of soil
Chemics  Organic Matte_ <4 4-8 8.0-17 Both soils very fragile with very
Traits % > 29 17-29 low organic matter levels.
pH 6.7 7.2 <5 5-6 6-7.5 7:\(Winter feeding imp_roved the pH
L for plant roots & microbes. This
>8 7.5-8 . -
would effect nutrient availability.
Electrical 0.21 0.32 >1.71 0981.71 0-0.98
Conductivity
or SalinitigS/m )
BiO'OgiC Respiration - 19.5 <95 9.5-32 32- 64+ *Wi_nter fe_ed@ng has. incrgased t.h'e
Traits soil respiration & biological activity
Ib COZC/ acre/ da 10 times.
Topsoil depth _ 0-4 4-8 8-12 + *Winte_r feeding has increased the
. topsoil depth by up to 4 times.
inches
Needs more enriched topsoil or
upper layer for resiliency.
Rooting depth 8.0 9.0 0-4 4-8 8-12 +
inches
Thedepth of soil evaluated r i ed as appropriate for each property &
Infiltration, Bul k Density & Soil Respirati oatlorizeh). t o
This forage fact is one of a series produced duri ng
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What Did We Learn From The Other Paired Comparisons?
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