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Harry S . Hlnktey, CoMity Sir«ctor, T I M I U H M Comity 

f a l l s Special Is t Kaags Spaetallst ^ " . 

Tou raqaastad aoas t l a t ago a tuantry af the ̂ t a from tha Jury Fart l l laar ^ lot 
which vm carried out together in your county. We are enclosing herewith the yield 
results, hoth from the Jury plot and from the adjacent Narlpasa County plot which 
yau helped aa harvest the saat day. 

The 4ata shawn on the f i r s t page suHnariiIng the PtiMS l l m and Source Experiments 
have been tabulated to show the fresh weight yield as pounds per acre when harves
ted. The percent dry metter was obtained by drying e grab sample from each plot 
and the dry yield per acre abtatnad by multiplying the fresh yield by the percent 
4ry matur. In the last column we have tabulated the yields as percent of the 
dry yield of the untreated check. 

A l l of these data have been examined by tester Serry and myself In considerable 
deta i l and have bean put through the l l i v a r s l ^ computer through the courtesy of 
Tom t i t t l e , our Extension l lometr lc lan. We have endeavored te tqueaie data u n t i l 
a l l information therein has been wrung out. I would summer l i e your data roughly 
as follows: 

fresh w a l ^ t yields ware Increased by phosphorus alone but s l l ^ t l y greater 
responses ware obtained where sulfur had also bean applied. There was no 
sign I f leant affect af time of phosphorus application, thou^i the late treat* 
meats were nuamrlcelly greater. Sulfur as a nutrient (either S or SO4) atama 
gave soma baaaf I t bat tha responses ware much greater where pNaaphorus was 

- applied. Sul fau Undad to be p y p affective than elemental aalfar. Thara 
was no significant affect of tlaia of application of S. 

The paraant 4ry matter (or succulence of the forage) was affected by traatmaat. 
This we weuld expact, since the clovers we were stimulating have a higher 
percent maiatare thaa i o passes. We can aay without ^ a t t a a Hiat phesphoras 
treatment radacas tUm parcant dry matter and 4U9o more I f applied with ayl far. 
Similarly, sulfur traattmnts tended to raduce percent dry matter but did ao 
•are I f applied with phaaphate. 

Tha yields af dry matter l isted In the th ird column show lesser Increases 
due ta treatments than did tha fresh w ights shown la calumn aaa. We may 
ttaaaarlaa by aay lag that phosphorus Increased yields and t^t the Increased 
yields fram f wara graatar i f applied In the presence of sulfur or sulfate. 
Similarly, sulfur ar sulfate increased y ie ld , but ylalds wara graatar I f 
applied with phosphorus. There ware no significant affects af tima af 
application af either phasphorus or sulfur or of form af sulfur upon y ie ld , 
although sulfate tamdad to give aomawhat higher yields than did elemental 
sulfur. 
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i l iallava, Harry, that m harvastad this plot a l l t t i a aarl lor than ws naadad to. 
Certainly at this location there %«as no a I seem lb le difference betneen 500 pounds 
af single superphosphete and 250 pounds af. su l fur* for t l f l ed treble, either applied 
early or applied late. We were lopressed with the aarly performance of the sulfur 
far t i f led, treble. We w i l l JWMt to watch this plot closely next year end would 
hope to get the harvest data again as ws did this year. Certainly I t Is clearly 
abvloiis hare that ons must apply both phosphorus and sulfur for maximum response 
amd that thara was no measurable effect of molybdenum or any appreciable d l f f e r -
aaces betwaan aulfur sources or times of application upon f i r s t year yields as 
wa maaaarad them. 

taas. .. 

CCS I . J . Barry 
«). Anderson 



TIML (fSaUKl OF P ^ S: FIRST SUSf. RI^SIILTS 

County: Tuolufflifc . appl ied : E io/:s/c.C I, 

Cooperator: jury Date harvested: 5/19/1" 

==========•== 
Mater ia l 5 Y i e l d Percent Y i e l d Y i e l d as 

Time Fresh Wt. Drv- Dr>' Wt. Percer.t o f 
Material 5.Rate Applied Lbs./Ac. Nfetter Lbs./Ac. L^itreated 

1 . None 8065 21 .19 li'O 

2. 187 l b s . TSP 10121 22 .46 n i l 134 

3. TSP 11865 19 .28 2284 154 

4. 500 l bs . Gypsum 11759 21 .57 2515 148 

5. 500 l b s , SSP P SO 15609 1 7 . 0 6 2645 155 
(0-21-0-12 SO^S) 

6. Gypsum ^ TSP P SO 14999 18 .15 2719 160 

7. 50 l b s . Elemental S £̂ 8692 2 1 . 4 1 1862 109 

8. 250 l b s . TSPS ^ E ^ 
15527 20 .05 2670 157 

(0-40-0-20 S) 14946 1 8 . 9 1 2821 166 
9 . E l . S • TSP \h 

10. Gypsun 10818 19 .95 2158 127 

11. TSP • Gypsun ^ E ^ 4 L 
11950 18 .65 2650 155 

12. SSP 14894 1 8 . 9 6 2822 166 

13. E l . S 11776 22.17 2615 154 

14. TSP • E l . S 11776 20.86 2444 144 

15. TSPS w 12560 19.97 2508 147 

16. TSPS • Mo 14162 20.55 2882 169 

L .S .D . (between ind iv idua l 
475 treatments) 2787 3.05 475 -28t 

Coef f ic ient of Var ia t ion 10.8* 7.1 \ 8.SI 

Major Response P,S,PS P,S,PS P,S,PS 



TIME 5 SOURCE OF P 5 S : HRST SEASON RESULTS 

County: Tuolumne Date appl ied: E 10 /28 /66 '^ L 2 / 2 / 6 7 

Cooperator: Jury Date harvested: 5 / 1 9 / 6 7 

Mater ia l ^ 
Time 

Material 5 Rate Applied 

Y i e l d 
Fresh Wt. 
Lbs./Ac. 

Percent 
Dry 

Matter 

Y i e l d 
Dry Wt. 
Lbs./Ac. 

Y i e l d as 
Percent of 
Untreated 

1 . None 8 0 6 5 2 1 . 1 9 . 1 7 0 2 100 

2. 1 8 7 l b s . TSP 
P E 1 0 1 2 1 2 2 . 4 6 • 2 2 7 3 134 

3 . TSP 1 1 8 6 3 1 9 . 2 8 2 2 8 4 134 

4. 300 l b s . Gypsum ^ 4 E 1 1 7 5 9 2 1 . 3 7 2 5 1 5 148 

5. 500 l b s . SSP 
( 0 - 2 1 - 0 - 1 2 SO^S) 

W E 1 5 6 0 9 1 7 . 0 6 2 6 4 3 1 5 5 

6 . Gypsum + TSP W E 1 4 9 9 9 1 8 . 1 3 2 7 1 9 1 6 0 

7 . 50 l b s . Elemental S h 8 6 9 2 2 1 . 4 1 1 8 6 2 109 

8 . 2 5 0 l b s . TSPS 
(0-40-0-20 S) 

1 3 3 2 7 2 0 . 0 3 2 6 7 0 1 5 7 

9 . E l . S + TSP 1 4 9 4 6 1 8 . 9 1 2 8 2 1 1 6 6 

10. Gypsum 1 0 8 1 8 1 9 . 9 5 2 1 5 8 1 2 7 

11. 

12. 

TSP + Gypsum 

SSP 
^ E ^ 4 L 

W L 

1 1 9 5 0 

1 4 8 9 4 

1 8 . 6 3 

1 8 . 9 6 

2 6 3 0 

2 8 2 2 

1 5 5 

166 

13. E l . S 
^ L 

1 1 7 7 6 2 2 . 1 7 2 6 1 5 1 5 4 

14. TSP + E l . S 
^ L 

1 1 7 7 6 2 0 . 8 6 2444 144 

15. TSPS 1 2 5 6 0 1 9 . 9 7 2 5 0 8 147 

16. TSPS + Mo P^S^lo 1 4 1 6 2 2 0 . 3 5 2 8 8 2 1 6 9 

L . S . D . (between ind iv idua l 
treatments) 2 7 8 7 3 . 0 5 4 7 5 - 2 8 1 

Coef f ic ient of Var ia t ion 10 .8% 7 . 1 % 8.5% 

Major Response P,S,PS P,S,PS P,S,PS 


