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Procedares Used; The forage from e a ^ plot {except pl:t.s 2 , l i , 5 and 6 i n r ^ l i c a t i o n l U 
i ^ e b liere drowaed ont) was cut with a powered 3-foot idde sickle laower on April 10 tmA 
lU^ 1^^« A grab saaple of the freshly cut forage was taken i n each plot a t approxiaate-
Ijr 6-foot interrals iBanediately after cutting aad bafOT the forage was raked \s^, Ihe 
grap sffisples froiB each plot were placed i n plastic bagi as gathered, sealed to hold in 
the noistore, and taken to the laboratory I n Bvri^. l i tl» lab the forage from each 
plot was separated into two lo t s , stibclarer and a l l otier forage and the two toi«tions 
weii^»d after drying. Also for each sample, a per^at 2f dry setter deteradnations was 
made. 

Late i n the spring, t h i s test area was included as oi^ zt three stops i n a ranee isprove-
msnt tour held for ranchers. Resiilts from the laboratrry were not receired i n time for t h i 
tour so only the prerlous year ' s z*esults could be profited. 

BeiRi^ta Obtained; Inforoa^on d e r i v e from this test las pr^iated for popular consû p*** 
tion and made jmbUc throng news stories add i n the crBmodiiy let t e r "The Forager". 

In the follcwing tabular material, the 1 9 6 9 reselts ar« eoqpared with those of the pre-
•iottsigrear. Table 1 , Parts A and B). Also an atteiqpt made i n Table 2 to evaluate the 
prodncy^^n of llTestock feed i n terms of nutrients protnced. Admittedly, these latter 
comparisons can be questioned because they are based ot assumptions that could be Inralid. 
However, t l ^ r e ^ I n g no better data available, ti»se d£ta are presented. The following 
i s explanatory and constitute a Justification. "Morrlilons Feeds and Feeding" tables for 
dry roi:^ages gives no values for subterranean dover. This source does, however, give 
values for bur dovwr and X used these I n Ilem of tlie laddng sobclover vali»s. For the 
i]»iigenous vegetation growing with the suibclover I anra^aged the Morrison values for chess 
and f i l a r e e . These aveinige values I ̂ e d l a ealsiilatiig the feeding values for the frac
tion of forage o t l ^ r than sabclover. The dry w e l ^ t vilues determined by the Ocrls lab
oratory were Increased to higr w e i ^ t by using dry matter factors for the fimages mention
ed airwave i n the l^oirlaion tables. In ̂ I t e of the t^sr. that these assuii|>tlons are not 
entirely valid, I believe the resulting calculations gl/e as close a representation of 
the feeding value of the forage produced i n 1 9 6 8 and 1P69 under the several treataents 
as would be possible without analysis of the fmige tc determine the actual digestible 
protein and total digestible nutrient content. The T u e of the feeding values (Table 2 ) 
are that l^ey eoriblne the two f r a c t i ^ i s of the forafs Sito an entity that Bx>re nearly repn 
sents the valiws for Uddi the pasture i s being menage 

* HqfKiJrt cm a l l woik eofii|ileted during the period cdivereil by the {mi}ect ptan within 9 days after end of period covered, or in any case not 
later than June 30 for all plans ending December 1 to June 1, and by December 3' or all plans ending betwreen June 1 and December 1. 

If the project is not completed, continue the plan and report rest of results during xxv next reporting period. 
A report will be submitted on each reportable project plan as outlined above. 
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P*ge 2 

Coi^Xete sets of rav data and other tables are not Included here but are being attached 
to the ccpies Mnt to the speci a l i s t s . 

Smasmnr mi_ Caaelusions: Vteather conditions for range and pasture growth were very imch 
aore fanrorable i n 1969 than i n 1 9 6 8 . This narked difference tends to aask trends which 
would otherwise be more evident. With this i n sind, ihs following stateaents are aade. 

1. In terse of pounds of total forage produced, these treatosnts that responded least 
i n 1 9 6 6 rtiowed the iiarkod induction iiBprovements i n 1969* This i s a weather factor. 

2 . Those treataents that aade the greatest response to f e r t i l i s e r in 1 9 6 8 j n s t barel/ 
^ d l ^ l r 01m i n 1 9 6 9 . S l n ^ the weather was aore favorable, this would Indicate a n ^ l d 
loam carry over effect the second yaar as oonpared with the f i r s t . 

3 . In spite of a r e d u i ^ response, thoee treataents that responded aost i n 1968, wers 
aarkedly ahead of the o t h ^ treatsients and the dieck In 1969$ tiaxs continuing to show a 
real continuing value for f e r t i l i s a t i o n with falam and with a conbinAtlon of P and C. 

4 . As a l i ^ t be expected, clover production dropped aore r ^ l d l y than did total forage 
production i n t^ose treataents shoidng response to pi^jsphorous and potash. The two 
treataents containing both P and K, however, shoed a s l i f ^ t increase i n the clover pro
duction as a percentage of the check. 



Table 1 

Part A » Dr:/ Weight of Vegetation Prod^jced I n 1968 and 1969 
1969 Pro

Trefatnent f duction A. 
Nov Description* Lbs. Per Acre % of Check Lbs. Per Acre % of Check • a % of 19( 

1 K 663 93.8 998 97.3 150.5 
2 TSP 3I45.7 2,733 266. h 111.8 
3 TSP+S 2 , 7 i i l 387.7 2,21h 215.8 8 0 . 6 
h SSP 2,h^6 3ii7.a 2,517 2i i5 .3 102.5 
5 TSP+S+Mo 2,239 

653 
316.7 2,132 237.0 108.6 

6 S 
2,239 

653 92. h 823 80 .2 126.0 
7 Gypsum 681 96.3 1,1U14 

3,167 
111.5 168.0 

8 TSP+S+K 3,058 U32.5 
1,1U14 
3,167 308.7 103.6 

9 Check 707 100.0 ' ' i ; 0 2 6 100.0 115.1 
10 TSP+S+Mo-rK 3,003 l i2h .8 3 ,231 311i.9 107.6 

.Part B - Dry Weight of Subclover In The Vegetation 
Produced i n I968 and I969 

196B 1969 1969 As a 
Treatment Dry Wt. % of Total % of Dry Wt. % of TotalJ % of % of 

No. Description* (Lbs/ac.) Forage Check (Lbs/Ac.) Forage Check 1968 

1 K 162 2h.h 60 .2 I l i 6 111.6 65 .5 9 0 . 1 
2 TSP l , 0 0 h i i l . l 373.2 962 35.2 ii31.ii 95.8 
3 TSP+S l,OhU 38. 1 383. 1 556 25 . 1 ,'219.3 53 .3 
h SSP 1,09*3 Iih.5 l i06 .3 810 32.2 363.2 7 i i . l 
5 TSP+S+Mo l , l W i . 51 . 1 Iil;3.5 900 37.0 h03.6 78 .7 
6 S 178 27.3 66 .2 155 18 .8 69 .5 8 7 . 1 
7 GypsuTH 236 3h.7 87.7 289 25.3 129.6 122.5 
8 TSP+S+K 1,569 51.3 583.3 1,333 i i 2 . 1 597.8 85 .0 
9 Check 269 38.0 100.0 223 21.7 100.0 82 .9 

10 TSP+S+Ko+K i , 5 l i i 51.3 572.9 1,286 39.8 576.7 { 83 .5 

1 f 
* K« Muriate, of potash^ 2 l i8 . 1bs . K2O per acre; TSP = TVA tre b l e superphosphate 

(0-514-0-0), 100 l b s . P2O5 per acre3 S= elemental s u l f u r , 50 l b s . S per acre; 
SSP = single superphosphate ( 0 - 2 0 - 0 - 1 0 ) , 100 l b s . P20^ and 50 lbs. S per acre; 
Mo = Mo coat on TVA treble superphosphate, 1 l b . Ko per acre; Gypsun (calcium 
s u l f a t e ) as a source of su l f u r , 50 l b s . S per acre. 



Treatment 

Table 2 
Part -\ Calculated V^lue of D i ^ c r ^ t i b l e P r o t e i n I n the V ? g e t a t l c n 

Production 
As a % of 

1968 1969 .. 1968 D.P. 
No. Descriotion Lbs. Per Acre % of Check Lbs. Per Acre i ̂ of Check Productic 

1 K 38.2 6 2 . 2 i i ? . 7 1 83 .2 121. . 9 
2 TSP 186.li 353.7 155.5 271.1; 83 . i l 
3 TSP+S. 20l i .6 383.2 132.3 230.9 6t i . 7 
h SSP 191.3 363.0 169.7 296.2 88.7 

TSP+S+Ko 210,3 s^9.i 166. h 328.8 89.6 
6 S 39.6 75 . 1 U3.8 76. h 110.6 
7 Gypsum l i 8 . 1 91.3 6 5 . 2 113.8 135.6 
8 TSP+S+K 27hM 520.6 250.7 i i37.5 91-. U 
9 Check 52.7 100.0 57.3 100.0 108.7 

10 TSP+S+Mo+K 269.5 5 1 1 . 1 232.6 i i05 .9 87.8 

Part B - Calculated Value of Total Digestible Nutrients i n the Vegetation 

No. 
Treatment ^ 
Description 

1968 
Lbs. Per 
Jkcre 

% of 
Check 

1965 
Lbs. Per 

Acre 
% of 
Check 

1969 T.D.N 
Production As 
A ^ of 
1968 TDN 
Production 

1 K 335. 87.8 519.8 9 6 . 1 155.0 
2 TSP 1 ,325.8 3i47.i1 1 ,306.6 2U1.5 98 .6 
3 SSP+S 1,1^80.3 387.5 1,172,2 216.6 79.2 
ii SSP 1,339.il 350.7 l , 3 b 6 . 7 2 i i8 .9 100.5 
5 TSP+S+Mo 1 ,232.7 322.7 1,311.2 2l i2 .3 106. ii 
6 S 3)46.5 90.7 i4i4l.5 81.6 127.i4 
7 Gypsum 356.6 95.7 606.0 112.0 * 165.8 
8 TSP+S+K l , . 6 8 i : , 6 Lhi.o 1 ,720.5 281.5 102.1 
9 Check 381.9 100.0 5iil.O 100.0 I I 4 I . 7 

10 TSP+S+Mo+K 1 ,653.9 i i33 .0 l , 7 i i 9 . 3 323.3 105.8 

K * Muriate of potash, 2ii8 l b s . K2O per acre: TSP = TVA treble superphosphate 
{0-5 i i-0-0), 100 l b s . P2O5 per acre; S = elemental s u l f u r , 50 l b s . S per acre; 
SSP = single superphosphate (0-20-0-10), 100 l b s . P20^ . ^ 5 ^ 5 per acre; 
Mo = Mo coat on TVA treble superphosphate, 1 l b . Mo per acre; Gypsum \Calcium, 
s u l f a t e ) as a source of s u l f u r , 50 l b s . S per acre. 


