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Table 1: Estimated coefficient for canola cultivar using 3-parameters Cousens model.

percent of yield losses per

, R? m a Ywe Cultivars
plant of wild mustard
25.104 0.597 99.094 36.524 2073 Hyola-401
25.089 0.961 98.054 33.511 2104 Option 500
29.610 0.942 97.659 42.487 1943 RGS003
23.670 0.968 99.689 31.007 2259 PF7045/91
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Figure 1: Comparison of canola cultivar yield losses as influenced by wild mustard density.
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Figure 2: Canola cultivar yields as influenced by wild mustard density.
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Figure 4. Relative growth rate of canola cultivars as influenced by wild mustard density. ¢ =4,
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