Agriculture and Agriculture et
Agri-Food Canada  Agroalimentaire Canada

Presented 24 April 2012
CSTA Winnipeg, MB

(QOverview of Prairie Recommending
Committee for Wheat, Rye and

Triticale (PRCWRT)

Brian Beres, Ph.D., P.Ag.
Chair, PRCWRT

Cereal Agronomist

AAFC — Lethbridge, Alberta
brian.beres@aagr.gc.ca

Canada


mailto:brian.beres@agr.gc.ca

@utline

+ PRCWRT - what it is and is’t
» Governance of the PRCWRT

« Membership of PRCWRT

« Process for request to support candidate cultivar
 Consideration of requests for support by PRCWRT

* |ssues raised with the current system



PRCWRT £/ V 1\ <
« NON-Gov't body established to provide science- and
merit-based variety registration recommendations to

CFIA for wheat, rye and triticale

« Governed by Operating Procedures written and
approved by membership and approved by CFIA.

o Authority extends to recommendation only. CFIA and
Variety Registration Office approve and issue the
registrations.

http://pgdc.ca/committeeswrt.html
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» Cross-sectorial mix of government, academia, and industry

« Membership open to anyone that has interest AND the necessary
expertise to contribute. Associate membership available in AET.
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Presentation Notes
Membership dictates that a person have expertise - it should not be open to all because having an interest in wheat does not constitute the right to sit in judgment of merit criteria you have not mastered.  This is why we established Associate Member status, which is open to all with interest but who may be lacking the credentials/expertise needed to evaluate the merit of a candidate cultivar.  I'm very concerned that the expertise for disease and quality is diminishing as fewer and fewer students move into these areas - this should be the focus of investment and attention, not the scrutiny of membership.


Governance and Membership of PRCWRT

e Evaluation Team Level Voting: Open to all membership of the
evaluation team.

« Main Committee: A cap of 25 members per team to maintain a
balance between all three Teams.
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Presentation Notes
The current complement and diversity within the Teams is what makes it democratic and fair.  If you remove one of the Teams because certain stakeholders might consider Agronomy, for example, as unnecessary, you will now increase the influence among the remaining teams by 1/3.  The diversity of members within the Agronomy Evaluation Team is abundant, including producers, private industry, and public sectors - it is frankly a model by which all others should follow.  By virtue of its diversity and unique perspective, the AET tends to offset the 'perceived pessimism' or objections cast by the Quality and Disease folks. 
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region of the prairies where commercial production would occur.

« PRCWRT conducts cooperative or ‘C’ level trials to generate this
information. In most cases, 3 calendar years (~24 site-years) of
data required.

— Candidate cultivars are promoted to this trial from pre-registration trial
data

— Promotion into and yearly advancement within coop trials involves
consultation across all ET’s and between coop Coordinator and sponsor
agency

— Limited space ~30 to 36 (includes 1%t, 29, and 3" year entries)

* Private registration path allows Sponsor to generate prerequisite
data without accessing the traditional coop ‘C’ level trial

» Using data generated outside the region of proposed production
would be unacceptable — poor correlation between predicted vs.
actual performance



If line is promoted to 3" year and possesses desirable
merit - a request for support is prepared by breeder-
agency.

PRCWRT meets annually in February to consider
Requests for Support

— Prior to Main PRCWRT meeting, Evaluation Teams meet
and vote on the request for support ie. Support, Do Not
Object, Object, Abstain

— PRCWRT Main Committee meeting meets the following day
and a secret ballot Is used to vote on lines

— Proposer is given the opportunity to make presentation of
merit/rationale for requesting support


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Block voting on candidates that did not have issues raised at Evaluation Team level has been tried in the past and was unacceptable for 2 reasons.  First, members may vote differently at the main Committee level upon hearing the reports from each ET.  Therefore, assumptions about PRCWRT recommendations cannot be made until the votes are cast at the main meeting.  Second, it prevents the Proposer to have an opportunity to address the entire PRCWRT committee to present the merit of the candidate cultivar.  This does not actually take up much time and makes the process signifcantly more transparent.  Thus, no efficiencies are gained by block voting and it introduces issues that impede the democratic process.  The only time we tried block voting, there were two appeals.  Once we reverted back from block voting there has not been a single issue or appeal raised.  


Requests for/gupport and Con3|de‘ \ife

by PRCWRT

The Voting Process:

Evaluation Team vote results are presented

Motion to Support

Presentation by breeder or sponsor
Questions/Discussion

Ballot is marked

. Ballot results for all lines announced at end of meeting

MaX|mum of 25 votes per Evaluation Team
— Very transparent
— Prevents one team running ‘rough-shod’

Secret ballot overcomes block voting and allows
people to freely vote at the main committee.
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The Prese);( System - Issues

« Do we represent all players along the wheat value chain?

e Structure of teams
— Does Quality have too much influence?
— Do we need agronomic merit? Yield? Winter Survival?
— Do we need disease priorities? Are they specific to w. Canada?

* Are there mechanisms to evaluate lines outside the cooperative
testing system?
— Puvt registration allows anyone to participate and is a mechanism for
special trait candidates.
 Isthe current system is a ‘bottle-neck’ to the release of superior
varieties and increased production per hectare?

— Only to the extent that a candidate with inferior agronomic, disease, or
quality performance is defeated. Priority diseases like stem rust have to
be respected.

— The real culprit was KVD, not PRCWRT guidelines



Presenter
Presentation Notes
By virtue of its diversity and unique perspective, the AET tends to offset the 'perceived pessimism' or objections cast by the Quality and Disease folks.  

If we follow canola or corn models, we will remove the AET entirely and be left with a hybridized Quality team and a Disease team.  These two teams would be essential for obvious reasons but I would offer the voting outcome would be vastly different from what you observed this year.  I would suggest you would also lose many experts in the process and I don't believe the system can afford that.
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Western Winter Wheat Co-op Trial (1994 — 2005) ﬁ
—  Years with KVD conflicts were 15% higher yielding

* Years without conflicts = 3.9 t/ha (n=4)
* Years with conflicts = 4.5 t/ha (n=8)

10



ENUtrEANte U

+  Increased rate of yield improvement
o Gains will not be Instantaneous

Projected Increasein Yield

—Without KVO ——With KVD
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Trend of Annual Wheat Registration Recommendations
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