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“When we discovered
we had imported
scentless chamomile
into our pasture
we were very distraught.
It felt like we would
never get it under control
but now it is
very manageable.”
~Patt Kendrew
Pouce Coupe, BC
Competitive Mix Strategies:

Dryland Mix

Meadow bromegrass
Hybrid bromegrass
Tall fescue
Orchardgrass
Creeping red fescue
Timothy
Red clover
Alfalfa

Wetland Mix

Reed canarygrass
Timothy
Red clover
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The Chamomile
Conundrum
Forage Fact # 5

Problems With Weeds
John and Patt Kendrew recently
were faced with the overwhelming
task
of
managing
scentless
chamomile (SC) in 40 acres of their
pasture land. In 2011, SC seeds
hitchhiked in with loads of topsoil
(that was spread to reduce and/or
eliminate low spots). In 2012, the SC
was discovered once it germinated
and bloomed. John & Patt sprayed a
little with Grazon, and with hired
help, hand rouged tirelessly (pulled)
throughout the growing season to
get on top of this noxious weed.

Unfortunately, scentless chamomile
(SC) was still present in spring 2013,
so a plan was needed to mitigate it’s
impacts on their land. Given their zero
till management practice, the best
strategies were to out compete it and
rest from grazing. SC seeds respond
to light stimulus so a healthy forage
stand suppresses germination of new
plants. Two seed mixes were built to
account for field variability; one for
dryland areas and another for wetland
areas. The existing generation of
chamomile plants were hand rouged.

What Did We Do?
Seed mix species were selected
based on good surface germination as
well as plants the Kendrews wanted
present in their pasture. The wetland
seed mix was created based on the
seed and plants ability to withstand
seasonally water saturated soils.
To determine if broadcasting and hand
rouging was an effective control
strategy, monitoring benchmarks were
set up in various areas of the fields.
Monitoring occurred prior to seeding in
2013 & spring 2014 of:
 Desirable forage plants (what was
seeded)
 Undesirable plants (quackgrass,
dandelions, chamomile, sedges)
 Bare ground and/or light litter
 Dead plants and/or heavy litter
 Number of chamomile plants

Glimpse of monitoring site B4. Orange stakes
each represent a scentless chamomile plant.
Percent cover ratings were done inside the
pink hula hoop. Grazing stick was used to
measure plant height.
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Field 1 Control Strategies
Field 1 consists of the existing forage
stand that was inherited when the land
was bought. Topsoil was spread in
areas B and D (see aerial photo).
These areas are also where the
scentless chamomile populations were
present. The table on the right hand
side depicts which seed mix was used
where and how much was used.
Area B depicts low spots that still
remain in the landscape and are
waterlogged for an extended period of
time in the spring. These were the
only areas to receive the wetland seed
mix. The dryland seed mix was used
in all other areas.
Field 1 History & Control Strategies
Area

20 acres

2009

Established forage field.

2010

No reseeding - remains an established
forage field.

2011

Top soil brought here second (from a
different location than the first top soil) and
added to some low areas. Grader tried to
spread evenly. These areas reseeded with
same mix Field 2 got in 2010 (direct seeded
again).

2012

Recognized scentless chamomile infestation
- sprayed with Grazon and hand rouged as
much as they found.

2013

Broadcast seeded bare upland areas with a
dryland mix and waterlogged areas with a
wetland mix. Hand rouged as much as they
found throughout the summer.

2014

Little to no chamomile found, hand rouged.

Chart Legend & Summary
Area A - Increase in desirable
plants.
Area B - Increase in plant population and no more chamomile.
Area C - Increase in desirable
plants.
Area D - Increase in heavy litter
and no more chamomile

See back pg for more details

A
B
C
D
Inherited Pasture + Topsoil Inher. Pasture Pasture + Topsoil
Pasture
+ Wetland mix + Dryland mix + Dryland mix
Area 6.9 ac
3.4 ac
8 ac
1.3 ac
Grass rate 0.0 lb/ac
9.6 lb/ac
8.3 lb/ac
8.3 lb/ac
Legume rate
0.0 lb/ac
0.0 lb/ac
4.3 lb/ac
4.3 lb/ac
Total rate 0.0 lb/ac
Benchmarks
8

9.6 lb/ac
6

12.6 lb/ac
8

12.6 lb/ac
5
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Field 2 Control Strategies
Field 2 was reseeded in 2011 and the forage
stand is more vigorous. Area G on the left is
seasonally wet. In the spring, when the
culvert on the highway is plugged, water
backs up and floods this area. There was
scentless chamomile throughout this area in
the spring of 2013. Areas F are indentations
in the landscape where the majority of the
forage had been killed.
There were no
chamomile present in these areas yet but they
were seeded to prevent future infestations.
The table to the left depicts which seed mixes
were used where. Since most of the forage
was not present where seed was being
spread, higher seeding rates were used.
E
F
G
Since the flooding in the Area G occurs during
Healthy Pasture Seasonal Wet + Win- Seasonal Wet + Top- snow melt there was no advantage to seeding
(reseeded 2011) terkill + Dryland mix
soil + Dryland mix
a wetland mix in this area.
Area
15.4 ac
1.2 ac
1 ac
Field 2 History & Control Strategies
Grass rate
0.0 lb/ac
12.5 lb/ac
14.2 lb/ac
Legume rate
Area
0.0 lb/ac
5.3 lb/ac
4.0 lb/ac
17 acres
Total rate
0.0 lb/ac
17.8 lb/ac
18.2 lb/ac
Seeded to barley.
2009
Benchmarks
8
5
7
Direct seeded with meadow brome, hybrid
brome, tall fescue, orchardgrass, creeping red
2010
fescue, timothy, cicer milk vetch & alfalfa.
2011

Top soil brought here first. Grader enhanced
the ditch (seasonally wet area) and smoothed
out low areas. These areas reseeded with
above mix (direct seeded again).

2012

Recognized SC infestation - sprayed with
Grazon and hand rouged as much as they
found.

2013

Broadcast seeded areas with SC infestations
as well as bare (winterkilled) areas with a
dryland mix. Hand rouged as much as they
found throughout the summer.

2014

Little to no chamomile found, hand rouged.

Chart Legend & Summary
Area E - Increase in plany population and no more chamomile
Area F - Increase in plant population
Area G - Increase in heavy litter
and no more chamomile

See back pg for more details
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Biocontrol in the Peace
Prior to his retirement, Kerry Clarke worked closely with scentless chamomile
control in the Peace region, specifically focusing on biocontrol options. The
options that have been released in the region are the:
 seed weevil Omphalapion hookerorum and,
 the gall midge Rhopalomyia tripleurospermi
There is also a stem mining weevil (Microplontus edentulous) that has been
released in other parts of Canada. There are other bio-controls know for
scentless chamomile, but they haven’t been cleared for introduction to Canada.
Kerry Clarke had been monitoring the biocontrol populations and found
biocontrol in plants approximately 20km from his nearest release sites. He
advises that the biocontol does better in heavy infestations of chamomile and
that they overwinter very well in out climate.
In terms of successfulness, Kerry determines that “in limited assessment, 70 to
80% of seed heads were attacked by the seed weevil, and plants
of chamomile are frequently heavily galled by R. tripleurospermi. In early
Top: Seed weevil on scentless summer galls often develop at the tips of bolting stems, stunting their growth,
chamomile head.
inhibiting normal branching and flowering, which may reduce competitiveness
Bottom: Gall near base of chamo- with crops and other vegetation. Galls of R. tripleurospermi can develop on all
mile plant.
above-ground parts of chamomile, including flowers.”

Field 1—Was it Successful?

Field 2—Was it Successful?

Prior to seeding the existing forage stands, all areas
except D had high percentages of bare ground and
both levels of litter (light & heavy). Areas B & D
also had scentless chamomile plants present. In
spring 2014, a year after seed was added and
mature plants were pulled, the number of plants
growing (desirable and undesirable) had increased
and no chamomile plants are present in any of the
areas. Area D had high amounts of heavy litter in
the spring of 2014. This area received topsoil and
seed in 2011 which increased plant vigor. This
area has not been grazed since so the high litter
content comes from a year of rest.

Areas F & G had very little growing prior to seeding.
There were SC plants present in the Area G and a
couple were found at a monitoring point along the
road in Area E. In 2014, the percentage of plants
present increased in both areas F & G. However,
there was a decrease in Area E (healthy pasture).
An explanation for this may be that the Kendrews
have not grazed this pasture since 2012. Therefore,
the grazing rest has resulted in an accumulation of
heavy litter throughout the pasture which aided in
outcompeting new generations of chamomile. On
that note, there is also no chamomile present in this
field where is was discovered last year.

Strategies That Work
The multigenerational approach (seeding & rest to
increase competition and hand rouging) used in the
Kendrews pasture was very successful. Control
strategies involving more than one control method
are more successful than those with only one
strategy. Kendrew’s pasture has been monitored

three times during the 2014 growing season and
little to no chamomile plants have been found.
Monitoring will continue next year to ensure the next
generation of chamomile has been suppressed or
removed from these areas.
If the chamomile
persists again then biocontrol will be released.
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