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The date from all 0.A.C. trials are com=
piled in this report for use of members of the
N » Field Husbandry Departmént and those associated
with the testing programs. Data from co-operative
trials at Kemptville and Ridgetown are included
in summary form so that all information will be
collected to-gethér for interpretive purposes.
This report is not complete but does

contain the main daté collected from cupbent

projects and those completed in 1956,




Red Clover vse. Ladino 1954. Composition of Mixtures
in Pounds per Acre

- Hixture
No, . LLfe Rcd¢. Lafs, Tinm. . Orch.. Brome
1 | 9 5 3
2 9 5
3 6 I 5
N 6 N 2 3 5
5 6 2 1 2 3 5
6 6 2 2 3 5
7 6 n 3 5
8 6 2 1 3 5
9 6 2 3 5
10 6 I 5 7
11 6 2 1 5 7
12 6 2 5 T
13 6 L 3 7
1l 6 2 1 3 7
15 6 2 3 7
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Red Clover vs. Ladino 195l, tons of D.M. per acre

1955 1956 2 Yr. Mean
Mixture WJune Aug. June Auge. Sept. Total
. Tm. 4+ orche + bre+
Alf. + r.cl. 2096 0037 . 200)4_ 0085 O.S“— 3-67
Alf. + r.cl.+lad. 2.94 0.26 208 0,88 0.65 3.78
Alf. + Lad. 2.88 0.33 1.99 008“, 006)4_ 3.76
Tim. + orch. +

Alf, + r.cl. 2.85 0.3 1.68 0.88 0,58 354
Alf., + r.cl.+Lad, 13,10 0,27 208 0,89 0469 3.89
Alf. + Lad. 2e72 0432 2.08 0,91 0.63 3.74

Orch. + br. +
Alf, + r.cl. 2.99 0.5 1.32 0,87 0457 3.6l
Alf, + r.cl.+Lad., |2«77 0.35 1.83 0.92 0.64 3.61
Alf, + Lad. 2.82 0,25 1,92 0492 0,67 3.62

Time + br. +
Alf. 4+ r.cl. 3636 0.438 2,20 0.82 0.54 3.96
A1f, + recl.+Lad. [3.05 0,10 2.47 0.83 0.61 3.94 -
Alf, + Lad. 3.06 0432 226 0477 0457 3485
R.cle + tim. + orchd3.27 0.2L 1.7l 0.39 0.23 3.16
R.cl. 4 tim. 3.12 0.34 2.12 0.23 0.18 3.22
Alf. + r.cle + time. [3.05 0423 2.43 0,82 0.57 3,87
L.S.D. (0.05) 0.28 HeS. 0.17 0,12 0,07 O.41
(0.01) 0.38 u.8S. «22 0416 0,09 0«55




Red Clover vse Ladino 195l.

ot v ¥

Tons D.Ms per acre.

1956

Group 1955 2 Yr.
o, Association Hay Aft. Aft. H + Aft. | Hay Aft. Aft, H + Aft.|Mean
June Aug. Sept., Total June Auge. Septe. Total |H + Aft.
‘ Legume Comparisons

1 Alf. 4+ r.cl, + grasses 3.0 0.4l 0,57 L.02 1.99 085 0.56  3.40 3.70
2 Alf. + r.cl. + Lad. + grassesi2.96 0.27 0.73 3.96 2.12 0.88 0.6l 3.64 3.80
3 Alf. + Lad. + grasscs 2.87 0,31 0,75 3.93 2,06 0.86 0.6 3.56 374
L.S.D. (0.05) HeSe .S 0.08 ¥eSe 0607 W.S. 0,04 0,11 V.S
(0,01) HeSe HeSe 0011 NeSe 0«10 KeSs 0405 0.15 NeSe

Grass Comparisons |

|
i, Tims+orch.+br.+legs. 12,93 0432 0.72 3.97 2,0 0,86 0.61 3.51 3«73
5 Tim.+orch.+lcgs. 2.39 0.31 0,68 3.088 2.0l 0,89 0.65 3¢55 3.73
6 Orchs. + br. + 1@83. 2;86 0035 0065 3086 1086 0.90 0062 3.38 3.62
7 Tim. + bp. + legs. 3.15 04,33 0466 o1l 2.31 Q80 0,57 3.68 3492
L.S.D. (0.05) 0.18 WeS. NaSe NeSe 0,09 0,06 0,0 0413 0«23
(0.0l) 012)_‘. lI'S. 1\[.8. .N.So Oulz 0008 OOOS 0'17 0030




Red Clover vs. Ladino 195}, Percent Legumes in Mixtures on a D.M. Basis in 1955,

June hay Aug. aft. Sept. aft,

Mixture Alf. p.cl. Lad. Tot. Alf. r.cl. Lad. [Tot. |Alf. r.cl. Lad, |Tot.
Tim. + orch. + br. + |

AIf. + r.cl. L L0 - Ly {25 L3 - 68 | 34 13 - W7

Alf. + r.cl. + Ladd L 15 17 | 36 | 34 17 6 |57 | 1 Iy 25 | L3

A1lf. + Lad. 5 - 29 | 34 | 71 - 30 |47 | 13 - 31 | Ly
Time. + orch. +

A1f. ¥ r.cl,. Iy 115 - 4o | 23 37 - 60 | 25 11 - 36

Alf. + r.cl. + Ladd U 23 13 | 4o | 19 16 7 he | 18 Iy 23 | L5

Alf, + Lad, 3 - 28 | 31| 20 - 26 1 L6 | 13 - 3 |47
Orch. + br. +

Alf. + r.cl. 7 L7 - S| 20 47 - 67 | 27 13 - 140

41f. + r.cl. + Ladd 3 18 19 | 4o | 18 16 13 | 47 | 15 Iy 27 | L6

ALf. + Lad. Iy - 321 3 | 17 =~ 17 P3| 14 - 27 | 41
Time. + br. +

Alf. + r.cl. 5 sl - 59 30 G52 - 82 | 51 16 - 67

Alf. + r.cl. + Ladd 3 16 19 | 38 | 49 15 9 73 | 27 Iy 38 | 69

Alf. + Lad. 3 - 37 | 4ot 29 - 26 | 55 | 20 - Sk
R.cl. + tim. + orch.| = W7 - b7 | - L3 - 34 - 22 - 22
R.cl. + tim. - L1 - b1 | - 83 - 31 - 35 - 35

Alf. + rocl. + tim.| L4 39 - W3 | 4y Lé - 90 | Lh4 20 - 6l




Red Clover vse. Ladino 195k.

Percent Legumes in liixtures on a D.M. Basis in 1956.

June hay Aug. aft. Sept. afte.
Mixture Alf. re.cl., Lad. i Tot. Alf. r.cl. Lad.|{Tot.| Alfe r.cl. Lad.|Tot.

Tim. + orch., + br. + . . . -

Alf. + r.cl. 3L 11 - L5 69 7 - 76 65 2 - 67

A1f. + r.cl. + Lad.,] 22 1 10 |33 {34 1 2L |59 26 2 28 |56

A1f. + Lad, 11 - 15 2y - 33 |57 |21 - 3L {55
Tim. + orch. +

Alf. + recl. 35 15 - 50 6L, 8 - 72 s 2 - 67

Alf. + recl. + Lad. 1} 2 1, |30 [37 1 2y |62 |25 2 32 |59

A1f. + Lad. 9 - 1o (25 {18 - 30 |48 - 35 |53
Orche + br. +

Alf. + r.cl. b1 9 - 50 | 65 8 - 73 |69 3 - 72

41f. + r.cl. + Lad.] 18 1 17 36 38 1 23 62 30 2 30 62

4lf. + Lad. 1 - 15 |29 |34 - 22 |56 |23 = 33 |56
Tim. 4+ br. +

Alf. + r.cl. 33 5 - 33 78 7 - 85 88 3 - 91

Alf. + recl, + Lad. 11 1 9 21 | L4y 1 22 |67 |45 2 37 |84

Alf. + Lad, 10 - 10 20 30 - 30 60 35 - 51 86
Recl. + tim. + orch. | - 20 ~- 20 | - Lo - o | - 32 - 32
Re cle + tim, - 23 - 23 - 62 - 62 - 31 - 31
Alf. + r.cl. + tim. 33 13 - L6 80 11 - 91 82 6 88
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rRed Clover vs. Ladino 1954. Percent Grasses in Mixtures on a D.M. Basis, 1955.

June hay Auge. Sept. aft,.
Mixture ime. Orch. Br.;Tot,. Total Tim. Orch. Br. | Tote.
LAlEe + P.Cle + _
Tim. + orch. + br. 27 25 L | 56 32 2 L7 L 53
Tim. + orch. 15 36 - 51 L0 3 61 -~ ol
Orch. + br. - L0 6 L6 33 - 55 § 60
Tim. + br. 29 - 12| 41 18 12 < 21 | 33
Alf. & r.cle + Lad,+
Tim. + orch. +br. |20 38 6 | 6L L3 n L8 s 57
Tim. + orch. 2l 36 - 60 58 L 51 - 55
Orchi. + br. - 53 7 | 60 53 - 49 5. 54
Tim. + br. W3 - 19| 62 27 12 - 19 31
Alf. + Lad. + | |
Tim. + orch. + br. 2l 37 5 66 53 L u8 n 56
Tim. + orch. 23 U6 - | 69 Sl Ly 49 - 53
Orche. + br. - 55 9 6l 66 - Sy 5 59
Tim. + br. 36 - 2L 60 L5 8 - 18 | 26
Recl. + tim. + orch. 29 2 - | 53 57 5 73 - 78
Recl. + tim. 59 - -] 59 17 65 - - 65
Alf. + r.cl. + time | 57 - - | 57 10 36 - - 36
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Red Clover vs. Ladino 195l. Percent Grasses in dMixtures on a D.M. Basis, 1956,

June hay Auge Sept. afte
Mixture Tim. Orch. Br.! Tot. | Total |Tim. Orch. Br. | Tot.

Alfe + r.cle +

Tim. + orch. + br, 7 38 10 | 55 2L 1 31 1 33

Tim. + orch. 8 L2 - 50 28 1 32 - 33

Orch. + bre - Ll 9 50 27 - 27 1 | 28

Tim. + br. 25 - 37 62 15 3 - 6 9
Alf. + r.cl. + Lad, +

Tim. + orch. + br, 6 L9 12 | 67 1 2 0 2 i

Tim. + orch. i 56 - 70 38 1 Lo = |41

Orch. + br. - 50 1 | 6L 38 - 37 1 38

Tim. + br. 35 - L | 79 33 6 - 10 | 16
Alf, + Lad. +

Tim. + orcii. + br. 1l 50 10 | 7L L3 1 L3 1 L5

Tim. + orch. 15 60 - 75 52 1 hé - L7

Orchie + br. - L9 22 | 71 Ly - L2 2 Lk

Tim, + br. 26 - 5L | 80 1O n - 10 | 14
R.cl. + tim. + orch. 21 59 - 80 60 2 66 - 68
Recls + tim. 17 - - 77 38 69 - - 69
41f. + r.cl. + tim. Sl - - Sl 9 12 - - 12
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Red Clover vs. Ladino 195l.

Percent Total Leguaes in Mixtures.

1955 1956
June hay Aug. aft. | Sept. aft, June hay | Aug. art, |Sept. aft.
Mixture tete Tre Act. Tr. | Act. Tr, Act. Tr. [&ct, Tr. fact. Tre
Tim. + orch. + br. + '
Alf. + r.cl. W L2 68 56 L7 L3 45 L2 76 61 67 55
Af, + recl, + Lad. 36 37 |57 49 43 L1 33 35 |59 50 |56 49
Alf. + Lad. 3 36 (L7 L3 Ly L2 31 |57 49 {55 L8
Tim, + orch. +
Alf. + r.cl, L9 Ly 60 51 36 37 50 L5 72 58 o7 55
Alf. + r.cl. + Lad. 4O 39 L2 Lo L5 L2 30 33 02 52 59 50
Alf. + Lad. 31 34 46 L3 L7 b3 25 30 {48 L |53 L
Orch. + br. + )
Alf. + r.cl. 5L 47 167 55 e 39 50 L5 |73 59 |72 58
Mf. + recl. + Lade |40 39 {47 L3 16 L3 36 37 |62 52 | 62 52
Alf. + Lad. 36 36 34 36 L1 Lo 29 33 |56 49 |56 b9
Tim. + br. +
Alf, + r.cl. 59 50 82 65 67 55 38 38 85 67 91 73
L1f. + r.cl. + Lad. |38 38 |73 59 69 56 21 27 67 55 8l 66
Alf. + *ad. 4o 39 |55 L3 ] 59 20 27 |60 51 | 86 68
Recl. + tim. + orch. L7 L3 L3 L1 22 28 20 27 L0 39 32 34
Recl. + tim, L1 4o 83 66 35 36 23 29 62 52 31 3l
Alf. + r.cl. & tim. L3 L1 90 72 < 53 L6 L3 91 73 86 70
L.3.D. (0.05) 6 1l 9 7 5 6
(0.01) 8 19 12 9 7 8




Red Clover vs. Ladino 195l. Percentage of Total Legumes in Groups of Mixturss.

Group 1955 1956

No. Association June hay |Aug. aft.|Sept. aft.|June hay |Auge. aft.|Sept. aft.
Act. Tr. iAct, Tr.|Acte. Tr.jdct. Tr. |Act. Tr,lAct.. Tr.

Legume comparisons

1 Alf. + r.cl. + grasses 52 46 169 56 48 Wy L6 43 76 61 |75 6C
2 Alf. + r.cl. +Lad.+grassesg 39 39 |55 L8 |51 46 {30 33 63 52 |65 N

3. &41f, + Lad. + grasses 35 36 46 L3 |B2 46 125 30 55 48 (62 52
L.S.D. (0.05) L 5 N.S. 3 2 3
(0.01) 6 8 N.S. Iy 3 Iy

Grass comparisons

. Tim. + orch. + br. + legsy 38 38 |57 L9 L5 L2 {35 36 6L, 53 59 50
5. Time + orch. + legumes LO 39 b9 Ll |43 L1 |35 36 60 51 |60 51
6. Orch. + br. + legumes b3 41 49 Lh |2 LO {38 38 ol 53 |63 52
7. Tim. + br. + legumes L6 43 |70 57 70 57 26 31 71 58 | 87 69
L.S.D. (0.05) N.S. T 5 i 3 3
(0.01) N.S. 9 7 5 Ly L




Red Clover vs. Ladino 195l.

Percent Alfalfa in Mixture.

1955 1956
June hay | Aug. aft. | Sept. aft.]| June hay | Aug. aft. |Sept. aft.
Moisture iCLe 1Te | LhCTe 1ITe | ACT. Tre | i:0Ce TI'e | ACLe 1TPe |ACT. TTe
Tim. 4+ orch. + br. +
Alf. + r.cl. L 31 25 30 3 36 35 36 69 56 65 i
L1f. + r.cl. + Lade L 11 3L 36 1 22 22 28 3 36 26 31
L1f. + Lad. 5 13 17 a2l 13 21 11 19 2L, 29 21 27
Tim. + orch. + _
ilf. + r.cl. 11 23 29 25 30 35 36 6y 53 65 5l
&lf. + r.ocl. + Lad.| j 11 19 26 18 25 1, 22 37 37 25 30
41f, + Lad. 3 10 20 27 13 21 9 18 18 24 18 2l
Orcin. + br. +
Alf. + r.cl. 7 15 20 27 28 32 4l Lo 65 5 69 56
Af. + rocl., + Lads 3 10 18 25 15 23 18 25 38 3 30 33
Alf. + bLad. 11 17 24 1y, 22 1, 22 3, 36 23 29
Tim., + br. +
Alf. + r.cl. 5 13 30 33 51 46 33 35 78 62 *8 70
[1f. + r.cl. + Lad.] 3 10 49 L 27 31 11 19 Wy L2 u5 W2
Alf. + Lad. 3 10 29 33 20 27 10 18 30 33 35 36
lfe + recle + time |4 11 Wy 42 Wy L2 33 35 80 63 82 65
L.S.D. (0.05) N.S. 13 7 8 9 9
(0.01) NeSe 17 10 11 12 13

0T



Red Clover vs. Ladino 195l.

Yield of Alfalfa in Mixtures in Tons D.M.

per Acre.

1955 1956 2 year
June Auge o€eptle. June Aug. Sept. meats
Mixture hay aft.e aft. |Total | hay afte aft. |Total Totals
Tim. + orch. + br., +
Alf. + r.cl, 0.12 0.05 ©.20 0.37 | 0.70 0.59 0.35 l.64 .00
Alf. 4+ r.cl. + Lad, {0.13 0,07 0.10 0.30 | 0.45 0.29 0.17 0.91 0.61
Alf, + Lad. 0.1l 0.04 0.11 029 | 0.22 0.19 0.13 0.5 0.43
Tim. + orch. +
Alf. + r.cl. 0.11 0.07 0.1l | 0.32 | 0.66 0.56 0.38 1.60 0.95
Alf. + r.cl. + Lad. |0.13 0.04 0.1 | 0.31|0.29 0.33 0.1l7 0.79 0.55
4lf. + Lad. 0.08 0.05 0.11 0.2l 0.18 0.17 0.12 047 0.36
Orch. + br. + ' ‘
Alf. + r.cl, 0.21 0.07 0,16 O.u% 0.73 0.56 0.39 1.08 1.06
4£1f. + r.ocl. 4+ Lad.|0.09 0,08 0.11 0.2 0.33 0.35 0.19 0. 87 0457
Alf. + Lad. 0.11 0.04 0.09 0.2l § 0.27 0.31 0.15 0.73 0.49
Time + br. + ,
a1f. + r.cl. 0.15 0.09 0.28 0.52 | 0.73 0.63 0.48 1.84 1.18
Alf. + r.cl. + Lad.[0.10 0,00 0.19 0.37 1 0.27 0.37 0.28 | 0.92 0.6l
4lf. + Lad. 0.10 0.06 0,11 0.27 | 021 0.23 0.20 0.6l 0.46
Alfe + r.cl. + tim. O;ll 0.09 0.27 0.7 | 0.80 0.66 0.46 1.92 1.18
L.S.D. 0.05 N.S. N.S. 0.06 0.10} 0,19 0.13 0.09 0.32 0.27
0.01 N.S. N.3. 0,09 0.,13| 0.25 0.17 0.12 O.l3 0.37

1T
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Red Clover vs. Ladino 1954. Yield of Alfalfa in Groups of Mixture.
1955 1956 2 year
Group June Aaug. Septe. June ALug. Septe. mean
No. .« association hay aft. aft. |Total |hay aft. aft. [Total|{ Totals
Legume comparisons
1 4lf. + r.cl. + grasses 0.15 0,07 0.19 0.410.71 0.58 0.40 [1.69 1.05
2 Alf. + r.cl.+Lad.+grasses 0.11 0,07 0.1llh 0.32 0.3k 0433 0.20 [0.87 0459
3 Alf. + Lad. + grasses 0.11 0,05 0,11 0627 1022 0422 0.15 [0.60 043
L.S.D. 0.05 N.S. N.S. 0.03 0,07 10,10 0.06 0.0 |0.16 O.l%
0.01 NeS. N.S. 0.04 0.09 {0,113 0.08 0,06 |0.22 0.1
Grass comparisons
L Tim. + orch. + br. + legs.0.13 0.05 0.1 | 0.32]0.46 0.36 0.22 |1.04 0.67
5 Tim. + orch. + legumes 0.11 0.05 0.13 0629 [0e38 0.35 0622 |0.95 0,62
6 Orche. + br. + legumes 0.1l 0.06 0.12 0.32 |04y 0.4l 0425 |1.10 0.70
7 Tim. + br. + legumes 0.12 0.08 0.19 0,39 {040 0.1 0632 {1.13 0.76
L.53.D. 0.05 MeS. NeS. 0403 | 0,08 |N.S. ©N.S. 0.05 |N.s. NeS.
0,01 N.S. N.S. 0.04 0,10 |NeSs Ne.Se 0,07 |[N.S. NeS.




Red Clover vs. Ladino 195l.

Yield of Total Legumes in Mixtures in Tons D.M. per Acre.

1955 1956 2 year
June Lug. Sept. June Aug. Sept. ! mean
Mixture hay aft. aft. Total | hay afte aft. [Total{ Total
Tim., 4 orch. + br. +
Alf. + r.cl. 1.32 0.25 0.27 1.8l { 0.92 0.6l 0.36 1.92 1.88
41f. + r.cl, + Lad. 1.07 0.16 0.3L 1.57 | 0.68 0.52 0.36 1.56 }1.56
L1f. + Lad. 0.93 0.19 0.39 1.51 { 0.52 Q.47 0.35 le3l 1.43
Tim. + orch. +
Alf. + T.cls 1.40 0.23 0.21 1.8L | 0.9 0.63 0439 1.96/ 1.89
Af. + r.cl. + Lad. 1.2 0.1l 0.34 1.72 | 0.62 0.55 0.40 1.57  1.65
L1f. + Lad. 0.83 0.16 0.36 1.35 | 0.49 O.ily 0.36 1.29 1.32
Orch. + br., + ' ;
Tlfe + TeCle 1.63 0.33 0.24 2,20 | 0.91 0.63 0.41 1.95 2.07
Alf. + r.cl. + Lad. 1.13 0.24 0.34 1.71 | 0.65 0,57 0.39 1.61 1.66
L1f. + Lad. 1.02 0.10 0.29 1.41 | 0,56 0452 0437 1.145 l.43
Tim. + br. + |
Llf. + r.cl. 2.00 0437 0.36 2.73 | 0.8L .68 0.50 2.02] 2.37
Alf. + r.cl. + Lad. l.16 0.1 0.51 1.81 ] 0,51 0.56 "0.51 1.58 1.69
Llf. + Lad. 1.21 0.17 0.53 1.91 | 0.lyly 0.6 0.50 1.40 1.65
R.cl. + tim. + orch. 1.5 0.11 0.12 1.77 | 0.34 0.16 0.08 0.58 1.17
Recle + tim. 1.25 0.27 0.17 1.69 | 0.47 0.1 0.06 0.67 1.18
Lf. + recle + tim. 1.32 0.20 0.40 1.92 | 1.12 0.75 0.48 2.35  2.13
L.S.D. 0.05 0.37 0.18 0.15 0.50 | 0.22 0.11 0.08 0.31 0.37
0.01 0.50 0423 0420 .| 0.66 | 0.30 0.15 0.10 0.1l 0.50

€T



Red Clover vs. Ladino 195l. Yield of Total Legumes in Groups or Mixture.

1955 1956 2 year
Group June Aug. Sept. June Aug. Septd mean
No. Association hay aft. aft. Total|hay aft. aft. |Total] Totals
Legume comparisons
1 Al1f., + r.cl. + grasses 1.57 0.30 0.28 |2.15 |0.90 0.65 0.4l 1.96 2.05
2 Alf., 4 r.cl. + Lad. + grasses [1.15 0.17 0,38 |L.70 [0.61 0.55 0.42| 1.58 1.6}
3 Alf. + Lad. + grasses 1.00 0.15 0.39 |1.54 [0.50 0.47 0.39 ] L.36 1o45
L.S.D. 0.05 0.19 0,09 0,08 |0.26 [0.,11 ©0.05 ©N.S.| 0.15 0.19
0.01 0.26 0.13 0.11 {0.35 |0.15 0,07 N.S.| 0.20 0.25

Grass comparisons

i Tim. + orch. + br. + legumes 1.11 0.20 0433 [1.6l |0.71 0.54 0.36] 1.61 1.62
5 Tim. + orch. + legumes 1.16 0.18 0.30 [la63 {0.68 0.5 0.38 1.63 1.62
6 Orch. + br. + legumes 1.26 0422 0.29 |1.77 10.71 0457 0.39| 1.67 1.72
7 Tim. + br. + legumes lli6 0622 Ool6 [2.15 | 0.60 0,57 0.50] 1l.64 1.90
L.S.D., 0,05 0e22 NeS. 0,10 {0430 [NeSe N.S. 0.05] N.S. 0.22
0.01 0e29 NeS. 0413 |[0eL40 |NeS. N.S. 0606 | NeS. 029




Number of Plants per Square Foot.

Red Clover vs. Ladino 1954.
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Mixture Formulation 1954. Composition of Mixtures and
Rates of Sccding

Mixture | Alfalfa FRed clover Ladino |Timothy Orchard Brome
1 6 N 1 2 0 5
2 6 Iy 1 2 2 5
3 6 Iy 1 2 Lé 5
L 6 Iy 1 2 5
5 6 2 1 2 2 5
6 6 2 1 2 % 5
7 6 2 1 2 5
8 8 Iy 1 2 2 5
9 8 I 1 2 i 5

10 8 i 1 2 8 5
11 8 2 1 2 2 5
12 3 2 1 2 i 5
13 8 2 1 2 8 5
1l 10 N 1 2 2 5

% 1lbs. per acre germinating 85% or morec.



Mixture Formulation 195l. Yields of D.l. in tons/acre

Mix. | 1955 1956 . 2 year average

PN Tuine Ance Sont AT L Yr Junc Aug Sast, Aft,. Yre June Aft- YI'.
e UALLO T IT' e LA VA 13O e S "

hay aft. aft. tot. |Tot. | hay aft. aft. tot. |Tot. hay tot. tot.

1 3,22 0431 0,90 121 | Lot3| 2.3l 0,85 0461 1446 | 3.80| 2.78 1.34 L.12

2 3,22 043l 0496 1.30 | Lo52 | 2.23 0,80 0.66 1.54 [ 3477 2.73 1leh2 L.15

3 3.13 0.05 0492 1.37 | .50 | 2,01 0,98 0,68 1,60 |3.07| 2,57 leb2 L.09

n 3618 0.6 04C5 1.L1 | 1459 | 2409 1,02 0.69 1.71 | 3.80| 2.64 1.50 L.20

3.10 0.51 0.97 148 | 458 | 2.1 0,96 0,63 1,64 |3.78| 2.62 1.56 L.18

2 3.10 0.51 0499 1.50 | 460 | 2,0 1.05 0,66 1,71 |3.75| 2.57 1.61 lio 18

7 3.11 0.51 1.03 1,54 | 4.65] 2.23 1.00 0,68 1,68 |3.91| 2.67 1.61 L.28

8 .09 0oli3 0493 1.37 | Leli5 | 2411 0490 0.69 1,59 |3.70| 2.60 1.8 4.0

9 %.32 o.ﬁg 0493 1o02 | LeTh | 2417 1,02 0464 1466 | 3.78| 2,75 laebli L.26

10 3.16 0461 0492 1453 | L.69 | 2411 1,00 0,69 1.69 |3.80 2.0l 1l.61 L.25
11 .29 018 0,91 1439 | 4e68 | 2,15 1,00 0.63 1,63 |3.78| 2.72 1.51 L.23
12 %.23 O.%l 1,02 1463 | L4oB86 | 2,15 1,00 0.67 1.67 13.82] 2,69 1.65 L3l
13 3012 0463 0497 1.60 | [a72 | 1,99 1.09 0,72 1.81 |3.80| 2.56 1.71 L.26
1y 3.10 Oulib 0490 1436 | Lol6 | 2423 0498 0,68 1,66 [3.89| 2,67 1.51 L.18

LT
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Yields of Groups in tons of

Mixture rFormulation 195l

D.ii. per acre
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Mixture Formulation 195L4. Percent Legumes in lixtures

Mixe. | June hay Aug. aflt. Sept. aft.

No. Alf, r.cl. Lad,]|Tot.|alf. r.cl. Lad.[Tot.| AIf, r.cl. Lad.|Tota
1 27 1 6 3W ] 60 2 15 |77 |51 1 3 | 86
2 25 2 6 331 55 1 15 |71 (L2 1 23 | 66
3 37 1 8 b6 | 61 1 16 {78 (L1 1 20 | 63
Lo 13k 3 6 | 43} 55 1 15 |71 {50 1 18 | 69

iiixture Formulation 195l. Percent Grasses in Mixtures

Mixe June hay Aug. alt. Septe afte

NO Tim., OrcChe Bre | TObLs [Time Orcn. Br.|Tot.| Tim. Orch. Br.| Tot.
1 31 - 35 |66 L - 19 23 n - 10 1y
2 19 37 11 |67 25 51291 1 32 1| 3L

2
3 7 41 6 | 5L 1 19 2 |22 1 35 1|37
11 140 6 |57 1 25 31291 1 29 1| 31




Mixture Formulation Trial, 1955
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1 Qe il’l Fol . 29"'}.‘.

%o, in F.H. 29-5

L S5 6 13 1 is| 2 58 11 14

Lbs. per acre of mixture number
1 2 5 6 7 9 10 11 12
Alfalfa 6 6 6 6 6 6 8 8 10 6
Red Clover L 2 b 2 L 2 L 2 TR ]
Ladino 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
Timothy 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2
Orchard 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 8
Brome 5 5 5 7 17 17{5 5 5 5 5 5

Mixture Formulation 1955
Yields of Nixtures in Tons D.ii. per Acre, 1956

Mixture June Aug., Sept. af't. Yr.

No. hay af't aft. total Total

1 3.01 0.83 0469 1.52 1e53

2 2,6l 0.85 0475 1. 60 Le2l}

3 2.62 0493 0. 8L 1.77 lte39

i 2.80 0483 0466 1.49 .29

5 2.86 0.83 073 1456 Lely2

6 2.61 0.91 0482 1.73 lLe 3L

7 2.82 0.98 0.78 1.76 458

8 2.96 0.8L 0.75 1.59 lLe 55

9 2.91 0.91 0476 1,67 le 58

10 2.62 0.85 0.76 1l.61 L.23

11 2.93 0486 0.7l 1.60 4453

12 2.70 0.80 0.72 1.52 Lie22

Mean of
1, 2, 3 2.76 0437 0.76 1.63 L« 39
Mean of
I, 5, 6 2.7 0.86 0.74 1.59 Le35




Mixture Formulation 1955

Yields of Total Legumes in Lbs./Acre

21

Mixture June Aug. Sept. ATt Year
No. hay afte afte. Total Total
1 4703 1265 1070 2335 7098
2 3835 1163 1113 2276 6111
3 3882 1316 1233 2549 61131
L 103 1453 1215 2668 7071
5 1,530 31517 1336 2853 7483
6 3783 1593 1541 3134 6917
7 4332 1546 1075 2621 6953
8 Ll16 1270 1158 21128 68l
9 W16 1338 11%6 24,8 6900
10 4098 1298 1182 21180 6578
11 Ll 37 1250 1076 2326 6763
12 Lahh 1218 1092 2310 6L5l
Mean of
1, 2, 3 14160 1248 1139 2387 6547
Mean of
s 5, 6 La72 1521 136L 2885 7157
Mixture Formulation 1955
Percent Legumes in lixtures 1956
Mixture June hay Aug. aft. Sept. aft. -
NO, Alf. Re.cl. Lad, |Tot.| Alf. Re.cl. Lad. |[Tot.|Alf. R.cl. Lad.|Tot.
1 hs 34 - 79 | 60 17 - 77 1 7L 6 - |77
2 Lt 23 3 73 | 55 8 5 68 | 64 2 8 |74
3 68 - 6 (Y - 71| 54 - 19 173
L L3 36 ~ 79 | 66 21 - 87 | 84, 8 - 192
5 b6 30 5 81| 71 13 7 91 | 72 6 1L |92
6 66 - 6 72 | 67 - 21 8 | 77 - 17 |94
7 39 33 5 77 1 60 11 8 79 | 54 7 8 |69
8 38 29 7 T4 | 61 7 7 751 61 4 2 177
9 L1 25 L 76 | 61 9 Ly L | 69 2 5 |76
10 57 15 6 78 | 63 8 5 76| 70 1 6 |77
11 l2 30 N 76 | 60 8 5 73| 66 2 5 173
12 37 35 5 77 53 12 6 76 60 5 11 |76




Mixture Formulation 1955

Percent Grasses in Mixtures 1956

22

. June hay Aug. aft. Sept . aft.
Mixture
o, time. orcn. br. j(tot.{tim. orch. br. | tot.| tim. orch. br.| tot.
1 5 13 3 21 2 18 3 23 2 20 1 23
2 2 22 3 27 1 28 3 32 2 22 2 26
3 7 15 L 26 2 2l 3 29 2 23 2 27
L 12 - 9 21 6 - 7 13 3 - 5 8
5 10 - 9 |19 |5 - L 9 | L - L | 8
6 20 - 8 28 3 - 9 12 3 - 3 6
7 5 1 i 23 1 18 2 21 2 27 2 |31
8 2 20 n 26 1 22 2 25 2 ao 1 23
9 5 16 3 2l 1 23 2 26 2 21 1l 2l
10 3 15 I 22 1 21 2 2l 1 21 1 |23
11 I 1) 6 2l 2 23 2 27 1 25 1 27
12 1 21 1 23 1 2l 2 21). 1 22 1 2l




Recommended Hay-Pasture Mixtures 1954
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Species Composition in 1lbs. per acre of Mixture Number:
123/ 4{516|7|8]9 |10 11 |12
Alfalfa S|4 6 L | 6 5 5 5 6
R. Clover 515109 L 3 |4 {3 L 8 n
Ladino 1 1 1 1 1
Alsike 1 2 1 2
Birdsfoot Trefoil
Timothy 2252|5235 8 8 5
Orchard 515131313 13]2
Brome 515 515|515
Meadow Fescue 3
Reed Canary i
% late red clover
Table 1:- Rec;mmended Hay-Pasture Mixtures 195l4. Tons D.M./Ac. in
1955,
Mixture Hay Aftermath Seasonal
No. Junc 23 Aug. G Septs 8 Total Total
i 3.1 0.38 0.66 1.04 4o 18
6 2499 0s33 0.70 1.02 L+ 01
9 1.59 0.08 O.11 0.19 1.78
10 3.30 0434 0.60 0.94 Lhe2ly
11 3.51 0.13 0.40 0.53 u.o%
12 3426 0«3l 0.59 0.93 Lel
Table 2:- Recommended Hay-Pasture Mixtures 1954. Tons D.M./Acre
in 1956.
Mixture Hay Aftermath Season
No, July 6 Aug. 16% Total
L 2.09 <96 3.05
6 2,08 « 96 3.0L
9 1.84 68 2.52
10 2,140 .88 3.28
11 2,28 1.00 3.28
12 2432 92 3¢24

# mixture 9 cut on Sept. 10
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Recommended Hay-Pasture Mixtures 1954, Compoeition of
D.l‘”i. ifl %, 1956

Mix .No. ALf, R.Clover  Lad. B. Tref. Tim. Orch. Brome
Hay |
y L 38. 9.6 - 1%.2 28.8 9.0
g 2L|_. 7.6 8.1 had l .5 30.9 lg.é—
- - - 39. )—I-3-7 - 16.
12 35.0 6o 1 - - ¢ 58.9
Aftermath
L 78.2 8.2 - - 1.9 8.2 3.5
g 62.“_ 2.5 15.2 8"‘ 2.0 13.2 L’.oé
- - - . . - 11,2
12 88.8 37 - E-l- ‘ %-LSL
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Hay-Pasture Mixtures at liew Liskeard, 1955

Mixtures Seceded at New Liskeard

Lbs./acre in mixture number

Species Variety 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Alfalfa Vernal 7 b 5 7 7 7 7
Red Clover D Lasalle 2 2 2 3 3 3

S Leon 2 2 3

Alsike Alon 1 1 1
B. Trefoil Empire 6
Timothy Medon 5 5 L 2 5
Orchard Oron 3 3
Brome Com. 7 1 L 5 5 10
Meadow f'escue Mefon 3

Hay-Pasture Mixtures, New Liskeard.

Tons D.M./acre in 1956

Mixture July Aug,

__No, 10 31 Total
1 2420 .93 3.13
2 2.20 80 3400
3 2443 92 3.35
i 2436 «90 3,26
5 2436 .82 3.18
6 2.16 .18 2.6l
7 2.2l .8l 3.08
8 2.1l .81 2.95
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College Parm Plantings 1956

A, 0,4,C. Farm

(1) (1)
Empire 8 Viking
Can. Brome 8 Carle Brome

26

8
8

(8 acres)

Hay + aftermath for sheep pasture or sheep pasture all season

Field

Smpire 8 + S-48 6 1lbs.

Late cut hay + aftermath pasture for sheep (10 acres)

Field D1

Vernal 8
Lasalle 3
Ladino 1

Can. Brome 10 - bpoadcast on w

Hay + aftermath pasture for dairy herd

Field 1A

Du Puits 5

Ladino 2
S-143 8

Irrigated pasture for dairy herd (L=5 acres)

R, Auld farm

hen oats L=6"

Field 2 ACre age

1. Vernal 10 lbs. + S=37 7 1lbs. 3

2. n n + TFrode 7 lbs, 3

3 " i + Can. Brome 10 1lbs. 3

Lo Can. Grimm 10 lbs. 4+ Can. Brome 10 lbs. 3

Se Du Puits 10 lbs. + i i i 3

6. Vernal 10 lbs, + Lasalle 3 1lbs. " remainder field
Management: grass silage for 3, L and 5. Remainder as

hay-pasture.

—
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C. Kay Farm
Field £ (10 acres)

lbs./acre
Can. Var. alfalfa 10
S=-123 3
Dorset Marl. 3 This mixture
seeded as result
S=100 12 of mixing error.
S-18 8
Field G (15 acres) lbs./acre
Vernal 10
Dorset Marlgrass Red Clover 3
S-100 1%

Can. Brome 10
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Orchard Grass vs. bBromegrass in a Beef Pasture

R.P.Je: F.He 13-2 Cooperative with Animal Husbandry
Objectives To compare brome grass and orchard grass as & grass
for use in pasture mixtures for beef cattle. The main con=-
siderations in this experiment are: (1) yield of forage and
of beef per acre and (2) cffect of the grass species on the
survival of the legume.
Procedurc:
The trial was seeded at the Arkell farm using 3 replications

cach containing two thrue acre plots. The two mixtures are:

lbs./acrs lbs, /acre
Alfalfa 10 Alfalfa 10
Ladino 1.5 Ladino 1.5
White Dutch 1.5 White Dutch 1.5
Orchard 12 Brome 15

in 1955 seven stecrs averaging about 650 lbs. were placed
in each plot on May 26 and kept there as long as there was pasture.
The last group of stecrs was removed on July 5th. Growth ceased
in early Junc because of drought and did not commence again until
mid-August. The area was allowcd to recover to strengthen the
stand until latc fall when it wes grazed moderately. No record
was made of pasturc days or livestock gains during this late fall
grazing.

In 1956, three steers averaging 676 1lbs. werc placed in each
plot on June 9th and taken off September 26th., This was not suf-
ficient steers to utilize the available pasture SO that it was not

possible to assess the beof production per acre from the two
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grasses in 1956, Data were obtained to compare the palatability
of each mixture as measured by dry matter intake by the steers
and by the relative gains per animal.

Measures of growth and consumption were taken at intervals
throughout the secason using the cage-strip method. Ten cages
were placed in cach three acrc block. At each harvest date
samples were taken under each cagc and 10 strips were cut in the
grazed arca., The cages wers then moved to a new site on the
grazed arcae

Five samples from cach plot at each harvest date in 1955
and on June 7, 1956 were separated into their component specilces
to determine the contribution of brome vs. orchard to the pasture
yield and to study the effect of the grass on the legume.

Alfalfa stand counts were made in Augist, 1955 and September
1956 to observe thce competitive effect of the two grasses on

alfalfa survival,




Table 1l:= Orchard vs.

Brome in Beef rasture. Gr

(tons D.l./2cs) in 1955 and 1956.

30

owth and Consumption

; Growth Consumption
Growth Period 5 Brome Orchorl i .Brome Orchord
1955
T

Up to Nay | 1.18 0.95 - -
May 25 - June 1l 0¢31 0,65 0.20 Ooll
June 1l -~ June 28 0.083 0,01 0.38 0.19

Total ezrly season 1le57 1.16 1,03 0460
June 238 - Sept. 12 0.6l 0.73
Septo 12 - Oct., 19 OoO? OQ23

Total late season 0.71 0.96 Mo Mo Wei. el
Season Total 2,28 2.12

1956

Up to June 6 0.86 0.45 - -
June 6 = June 21 lol7 1,20 « 50 028
June 21 - July 30 1,40 1,05 W60 L6
July 30 - Sept. 7 0.75 0.65 oLyl 53
Septe 7 = Oct. 16 030 0.36 .05 19
Season Total .78 3.70 1.59 NS
Percentage Consumed 33.2 30.9

# not measured.

Table 2:;- Orchard vs. Brome in Beef Pasture. beef Yields and Pasture
Days per Acre in 1955 and 1956,

Lbs. Beefl per Acre Lbs. Gain per Day Total Pasture Days
Year nrome Orchard brome Orchard Brome Orchard
19554 156 122 1.58 1.49 8ly 8l
19565 % 168 147 1,54 1.35 109 109
Difference] +28 +e 1l 0
% up to July 5

%x pasture not fully utilized



31

Table 3:- Orchard vs. Brome in Beef Pasture. Composition (%) of the
Herbage and Alfalfa Plant Population.

' No. Alfalfa Plants per

1 7o Of D.M, Square Foot

May 25 Oct.l9 June 7 | Aug.l19 Septe 18
1955 1955 1956 | 1955 1956
Brome Mixture
ilfelfs 37.5 20.1 21 11.3 3¢5
Ladino 10.5 549 T
Brome L1.9 7hLa0 77
Weeds 10,1 0.0 2
Orchard Mixture
Alfalfa 29.5 le O 16 i 7.0 1.l
Ladino 8.5 0.7 0 ?
Orchard Sl 0 9543 N ‘
Weeds 800 0.0 T i
Results:

Good stands of grass, alfalfa and white clover were obtained
in all plots. During the early spring of the first crop year (1955)
orchard grass growtn was set back severely as the result of Scol-

gcotrichum graminis coupled witn frost injury. Heading of the

orchard grass was sparse. Thc eevere drought of 1956 caused
growth to cecase before mid-June and it did not commence regrowth
until late summer. This reduced the seasonal yields and killed
out the white clover in a2ll areas except tne low sections in the
plots.

Growth was excellent in 1950. The grass growth was greater
than could be utilized by the available steers so that much of the
herbage matured and was left ungrazed.

The main information provided by this experiment is:

1. Brome grass was more compatable with alfalfa than orchard grass.
This compatability was evidenced cven in the first crop year where
there were 11,3 alfalfa plants per square foot in the brome mixture

and 7.0 in the orchard mixture. In addition the alfalfa plants
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were more vigorous in the brome mixture.

2. Brome grass mixtures can be high yielding in the first harvest
year. This 1s contrary to tue opinion often held by farmers that
brome does not produce well in the first yecar.

3. Brome grass is less subject to injury by frost, disease and poor
soil drainage conditions than orchard grass. Orcnard grass killed
out severely in the poorly drained sections of the field during
the 1955-1956 winter; bromc did not kill out in similar arcase.

i« The brome grass mixture outyielded the orchard grass mixture in
dry matter production in both years. In 1956 the difference was
one ton of dry matter per acre in favour of brome. Tais increase
was in early scason growth. In the latter part of the season
orchard either equalled or outyielded brome at ¢acn cutting date
each year,

5. Steers gained better on the brome mixturc. The average dailly
galn per steer for the two years was 1l.56 1lbs. for brome and 1.2
for orchard. The stesers on brome gained 28 lbs. more per head
than those on orchard during the two years.

6. The increassd gains per steer are probably rclated to dry matter
intake. Steers on the brome mixture consumed more in both years

- than those on the orchard mixturec. However, in the later summer
and fall of 1956 consumption was grcater in orchard than brome.
Orchard grass produced more regrowth at this time of tne year than
brome and it is likely that this succulent growth was more palatable
than the morc mature brome .:rass. This sugiests that both orchard
and brome, used in separate mixtures might be valuable where full

Season pasture is roquired ie. where cattle are not ready to market

until late summer or fall. This is not conclusive,
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7T+ The differences in consumption found in this experiment suggest
that palatability or acceptibility of a pasture may have an

important bearing on the beef yicld of a pasture.




Birdsfoot Trefoil.Mixtures 1954.

Tons. D.M. per Acre

1955 1956 e
Mixture May July Sept. June hug. Septe. r* 2 year
27 12 7 Total 26 15 10 Total ave,
Empire + M. Fescue 1.25 0,98 1.17 3.40 | 2.20 1.38 - 3.58 | 3.49
+ Ua.rl. Brome 1.1Ll. 1005 O¢92 3.12 2.23 l.lO bl 2033 2.72
+ Orchard 0.83 0.52 1.00 2.35 | 1.51 1,38 - 2,89 | 2.62
+ Medon Timothy 1.19 0.97 1,09 3.25 2.23 1.26 - 3.49 3.37
+F 0+ B+ Feh2—0+82—31+0% e - = =
+ T+ 0+ B 0.99 - 0.98 - 1.77 - - - -
+ T+ 0+ F 1l.12 0.66 1,09 2, 87 1.83 - - - -
+ O+ B+ 1.06 - 1,02 - 1.9 - - - -
Alf, + HEmp. + T+ B + F 1.30 1.02 1.19 3.51 2ol1 1.35 .31 L3l 3.83
Alf. + R.Cl, + T+ O+ B 1.53 0.70 Os72 2.9 | 2.11 93 2l i 3.28 3.11
: : : ¥ ORI

Birdsfoot Trefoil Mixtures 195l.

Legume % in 1956

June August
Mixture Trefoil Total Legume Trefoil Total Legume
Empire + M, fescue 21.8 - 63.l -
+ Orchards 2,5 - 38.5 -
+ Medon Tim,s 1,0 - 60.8 -
Alf, + ftmp., + T + B+ F Le2 37.7 Se6 7246
Alf. + R.Cle + T+ 0+ B - 3748 - 55.7

# volunteer timothy in all mixtures

e



Pasture Irrigation Trial 195i.

Increase 1in D.ils Yield Due to Irrigation

Increase Over

Residual lMeasured in 1956

Increase Over

Mixture 1955 June  July Aug. Season 2 years
Season 12 20 2l Total

Ladino + Mcdon Timothy +6340 -329  +498 =340 -171 6169
Ladino + Orchard ¥I340 FO6I F22If #2506 FIIOT S8t
Ladino + Can. Brome +50.20 + 7 4492 +140 +639 6059
Ladino + Orchard + Brome +510 +239  +399 466 +110L o2l
Ladino + O + B + Iesc. +380 +573 +528 +212 +1313 5693
O+ b + fesc. +2020 +853  +349 +65] +1356 3376

Ladino + 4. Dutch + O + B +760 +198 +35 +328 +880 5610
Alf. + Lade + WoDe + T+ O+ B + I +3620 +Lhl +L38 381 +1263 1,883
liean +11502 +331 4410 +262 +1003 5505

G¢
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Pasture Irrigation Trial, 1954, Tons D.ii. per Acre in 1956
N Junc July alg e
Mixture 12 20 2L Total
Irrigated
Ladino + Orchard 258, 1118 1926 5628
Ladino + Can. 3rome 2243 1284 1810 5337
Ladino + iledon Timothy 1870 1420 1690 4,980
Ladino + Orchard + PBrome 2138 1274 1916 5328
Lad. * . Dutch + O} + B, 1903 1256 1817 4,976
Ladino + 0. + B, + ¥escue 2516 1394 1868 5778
ALf, + Lad. * W.D. F 7o + 0. + B. + F. 23096 1302 1978 5676
+ 0. + B, *+ Fescue* 1414 7204 1372% 3510
Mean 2133 1221 1797 5159
Non Irrigated

Ladino + Orchard 1923 391, 1570 41,87
Ladino + Can. 3rome 2236 792 1670 L698
Ladino + L.edon Timothy 2199 922 2030 5151
Ladino + Orchard + Brome 1899 875 1450 L2221
Lad. * &. Dutch + O + 3. 1705 302 1,89 1,096
Ladino + O, + B. * Fescue 1943 866 1656 LL65
ALf, + Lad. * W.d. F O, * 3, +* F, 1952 86L 1597 L413
Ladino + O, *+ B. + Fescue* 561 375 718 1651

fean 1802 811 1535 L148
Alfalfa + Brome 2599 1363 2189 6151
* TIncludes considefrable volunteer white clover in 1956,
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Effect of Row Spacings and Rates of Seeding Upon the

Seed Yield of Orchard Grass snd Timothy

RePoOss F.H. -3,

Objectives: As outlined in 1955 reporte

Proeedure: As outlined in 1955 report.

Results and Discussion:
(1) Timothy

The results with timothy are shown in Tables 1 to 5. The first

table gives the number of seed stems produced per square foot of land
area. The differences among row spacings were highly significant with
the largest number of stems per unit area produced under the 1li incﬁ
row spacing. ;

Table 2 shows the head lengths produced under the various rates i
and speeings. The 28 and 35 inch row spacings produced the largest’
heads.

The geed yields shewn in Table 3 were the same from all seeding
rates in 1956, Rates of seeding wWere gignificant in the firg‘ proe
duction year in 1955. The seed yields from the various row spaeings
were significant in 1956, as in the previous year. The 7 inch ’
spacing gave lowest yields of seed.

The different row spacings also produced highly significant differ-
ences among seed weights. The 35 inch rews produeced the heaviest seed,
the narrow 7 inch rows the lightest seed,

The establishment of the timothy seed in a clayeleam sgell is gtjen
in Table 5. These data were not subjected to analysis.

(2) Orchard Grass

The results with orchard grass are shown in Table 6 to 1ll.
The stem counts at all rates and row spacings were much hnger

in 1956 than in the previous year. No differences were present amdng

the rates of seeding used but highly signiflcant differences were
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present among the row widths. The 1l and 21 inch row spacings gave
the highest number of seed stems per unit area.

In the yield of seed produced, the 14 and 21 inch spacing gave the
best results in 1956, the 7 inch spacing was the best in 1955 The?e
were no differences among the rates of seeding a yield of seed in 1956.
The medium rates were best in the previous year, The seed yields
were almost twice as high in 1956 as in the first year of production.

In 1956 the highest seed weight was obtained from the heavier rafes
of seeding., In 1955, the reverse was the case., The weight of seed
per head in Tahle 9 was not analized but there appears to be a greater
welght of seed preduced per head as the row spacing increased from )

7 to 35 inches.

The gstablishment data in Table 10 and the height of the seedlings
produced in Table 11l were nQt analized, There appeared to be no
differenecs in germination or height among the rates of seeding or
row widthg used,

Summary :

(1) Rates of seeding did net effect the yield of seed obtained from
stands of timothy and orchard grass in thelr second production year,.
Differences in seed yield were present among rates in the first year
of production. .
(2) Differences among row spacings were present with timothy and
orchard grass. In seed yileld and seed stem production the 1k inchi
row spacing gave the highest yleld and stem number with both species.
Row spacing differences were also present in 1955, ,
(3) Some of the other data collected showed differences among rates

of seeding and row spacings with both timothy and orchard grasse



Table 1

Timothy -~ Stems per Square Foot

‘Rate Seeding Row Spacing (in.) Rate
1bs./ac. 7 1, 21 28 35 Mean
2"‘ 53.6 69.8 50.0 ,.].6.2 36 7 5102
51 519 65¢7 | L4948 o2 | 345 h9.2
12 Shel 62.8 | L7.5 | Lb.5 | 3B.6 199
10 579 6lely | 1660 | 4le8 | 3745 11849
BEOW Mean SLLQLI. 6!4.09 L}.8¢2 }.}.Ll-o'? 3608 L|-90
Row Spacing (.05) 20.3 .
(«01) 27.5 CoVe 9e7%
Table 2
Timothy - Head Lengths in Cms.,.
‘Rate Seeding Row Spacing (in.) Rate
- lbs./ac. 7 1l 21 28 35 Mean
2% 6.6 6.8 Te3 TeO Tel Te0
5 6.5 6.9 607 7.1 609 608
1% 6.5 648 646 Telt Tel 649
10 6¢3 6.6 be6 7.0 Tel 6e7
Row Mean 645 6.8 6.8 | 7.2 7.1
Row Spacing («05) 046 CeVe Le3%
Table 3
Timothy - Seed Yield in Pounds per Acre
'Rate Seeding Row Spacing (in.) =z956 1955
. 1lbs,./ac. 7 i 2T 28 35 | Rate Rate
Mean Mean
25 250.5 | 36243 |339.0 340.9 | 302.2{319.0 36347
5 240.0 | 37649 [330sL | 359.9 3384132940 337+3
1% 231s1 | 35546 {348.7 353.2 |318.1}328.0 34335
10 253.6 | 349.4 |325. 5 374e5 | 320.3| 3246 321.3
1956 Row Mean [21i347 | 361.0 {335.8 357¢1 | 3194732345
1955 Row Mean [278.4 | 352.2 |{382.5 358,2 | 335.8 341.h
Row Spacing (.05) 9347 CeVe 9ol
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Table U
Timothy = Weight of 1,000 Seeds in Grams
Row Spacing (in.) 1956 1955
Rate Seeding Rate Rate
' lbs./ac. 7 1y 21 28 35 Mean Mean
2 3453|3556 | 3640 | 3613 | LL016 | L3632 | .327
N 3461 «3322 1 3781 | .369L | 4701 «3666 | 4327
% «3470 »3591 | +369L | +3829 | .3765 «3670 | 327
10 « 3469 63571 | 3717 | 43678 | 43793 . 3646 «337
1956 Row Mean 3463 «3510 | +3708 | .3673 | .3911 «3653
1955 Row Mean 30 «318 | o331 | .352 |.343 ©330
Row Spacing (.05) .01l0 ’
(+01) . 0190 CV. 6ol
Table 5
Timothy = Percent Establishment in Soil
. . . 1956 1955
Rate Seeding Row Spaong (n.) Rate Rate
:1bs./ac. 7 1l 21 28 35 Mean Mean
2% 66 6l 76 67 70 69 62
) 77 67 Th 81 70 T4 60
15 n 66 7% 68 6lL 69 63
10 75 67 6 7h 71 71 62
1956 Row Mean 73 66 73 73 69 71
1955 Row Mean 65 63 63 57 61 62
Table 6
Orchard Grass - Stems per Square Foot
. . 1956 1955
Rating Seeding Row Spacing (in.) Rate Rate
lbse/ace 7 1 21 28 35 Mean Mean
2% 2553 | U7.6 | Lh.S | 27.7 | 25.7 3h.2 16.7
5 28.6 L].goé L|.306 2707 2309 3“—07 21'0
1% 26. 5%04 Lh.6 | 27.6 | 2L.2 35.0 21.2
10 28. 8.9 | Le.y | 25,1 | 25.3 3l.0 21.0
P 12k 31,3 | 53.1 | L43.3 | 25,6 | 22.5 35.2 17.8
S 28.3 | 53.1 | Ll.7 | 28.3 | 25.1 35.4 17.0
1956 Row Mean 28.1 | 511 | L3e3 | 27.0 | 2L.5 3.8
1955 Row Mean 38.L 227 13.3 11,8 9.3 19.1
Row Spacing (.05) 8.7 C.V. 11.1%

(01)

12,7



Table 7

Orchard Grass - Seed Yield in Pounds per Acre

_ Row Spacing (in.) 1956 1955
Rate Seeding Rate Rate
lbes/ec, 7 1l 21 28 35 Mean Mean
2% 26645 | 302 | 30840 | 305.Y | 282.6 | 29343 12842
5 21945 |332.6 | 323.0 | 278.9 | 275.2 | 29148 169.14
3 272.7 |335.1 | 326.6 | 292.2 | 258.1 | 29649 181.3
10 273 34740 | 312.2 | 303.9 | 25846 | 299.0 172.9
123 287. 312.1 | 32347 | 32249 | 261. 3015 162.8
15 290.1 | 315.5 | 31l4,0 | 303.1 | 28L. 301.5 145.7
1956 Row Mean 273¢3 | 32lpely | 31749 | 301.1 | 270.1 | 297.4
1955 Row Mean 216,2 | 196,0 [ 139.6 | 129,5 | 118.9 160.0
Row Spacing (.05)  L0.5 C.V. 9.8%
Table 8
Orchard Grass = Weight of 1,000 Seeds in Grams
Row S ine 1956 1956 - -
Rate Seeding ow Spacing (in.) RZ%e RZE@ ,
' 1bse/ace 7 1l 21 28 35 Meam Mean
1 1,085 | 0,993 |1.018 |1,065 |1.130 1.058 1.253
5 1,418 | 1,017 | 1,049 |1.088 {1.101 1,054 1.254
i leuy2 | 1,060 [1.032 {1.071 |1.078 1,057 1,200
10 1,082 | 1.027 | 1.074 |1.05 |1l.101 1,068 1,225
Z 1,117 {1,208 | 1,088 |1.102 [1.089 1,101 1,229
15 1,098 | 1,105 | 1,068 | 141227 |1.096 1.099 1,211
1956 Row lMean 1,074 | 1.052 | 1,055 {1.08L |1.099 1,073
1955 Row Mean 1,161 | 1,210 | 1,257 |le27h |1.271 1.234
Rate Seeding (.05) 4036 CeV. 5.3%
Iable 9
Orchard Grass = Welght of Seed per Head in Grams
1956
Rate Seeding Row Spacing (in.) Rate
1lbs./ac. 7 1 21 28 35 Me an
5 .208 | .235 .322 <310 .283 271
13 «205 | .251 .2%7 . 289 252 .2%9
10 .269 | .207 .285 .276 304 .268
12% o254 | 4260 «327 «295 « 296 .286
15 | 221 | .26l 315 277 «335 .282
1956 Row Mean .23L | .245 +290 <290 »306




Table 10

Orchard Grass - Percent Establishment in Soil

42

. . 1956 1955

Rate Seeding Row Spacing (in.) Rate Rate

1bs. /ac. 7 1 21 28 35 Mean Me an

2% 772 | 777 | 8545 7%.5 737 777 705

5 72,0 | 76.2 | 79.0| 68,2 | 78.2 The 7 733

13 72.2 | 81,5 | 75.7 | 81,0 | 71e7 76414 71.3

101 7907 7207 81-5 68.7 78-02 7602 7’4—07

12% 7940 | 79.7 | 8645 | 75.7 | 6747 177 Theb
15 80e0 | 8040 | 810 | 7heO | 7Le5 7743 7540

1956 Row Mean 767 | 7840 | 8Le5| 73.7 | 73.5 7647
1955 Row Mean 7543 | 7340 | 7Be5 | 73.3 | 72.8 7345
Table 11

Orchard Grass - Seedling Height in Cms. 4O Days after Seeding

. u . 1956 1955
Rate Seeding Row Spacing (in.) Rate Rate
1bse/ac. 7 1l 21 28 35 Mean Mean

2% 962 9e6 945 945 10,0 | 9.6 9.2

5 9el | 940 9.1 10,2 97 9.% 93

z 942 947 1042 92 9¢5 | 9e 9eT

10 8.6 |1l0.2 9.1 9.5 8s5| 9e2 943

3 9ot | 942 949 9e2 10l | 946 93

15 946 9.5 9e2 102 10el | 948 949
1956 Row Mean 942 945 %5 9.6 9.7 9.1 :
1955 Row Mean 949 943 Yelt 942 9.l 9t




The Effect of Rate of 3eeding and Row Spacing of an Oat

Companion Crop Upon Forage Sceedling Establishment

R.P.O.: F.II. 15-3.

Objectives: As outlined in 195l rcport.

Procedure: As outlined in 1954 report with the exception that the hay=-
pasture mixture was changed to a mixture of alfalfa and bromegrass
each of which were seeded at 10 lbs., per acre,

Results and Discussion:

In 1956 the oat companion crop lodged at heading time and it
was necessary to cut it green in order to preveﬁt the forage sscding
from smothering. This, coupled with an extremely wet year, reduced
the competition for the normal growth factors and consequently no
stand differences were present in alfalfa, With bromegrass, however,
significant differences 1ln stand appeared among the various seeding
rates, but these are difficult to associate with the seeding rate of
" the oat combahion Crop.

The vigor of the alfalfa plants, as measured by plant height
at the heading time of the oats, showed that the height dccreased
with an increase in sscding rate. These differences, though not as
great as in former years, showecd again a decreasc in plant hcight
with an increase in ratc of seeding of the ocats. There were no
differences in alfalfa height between the 7 and 1L inch drills,

As the rate of seeding of the oats in 1955 increased, the stand
decreased and the hay data in 195¢ showed the same trend. Significant
differences were obtained in the first hay cutting among the rates

where the oats were in 7 inch drills and also among the rates in the
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split analysis. The lighter the seeding of oats in 1955, the heavier
the yield of hay in 1956,

The hay was composed of 25% orchard grass, 24 timothyg.EE%
brome, 24% red clover and 37% alfalfa. The grass and thc red ciover
components in the hay followed the same downward trend as their
stands when the seeding rate of oats was increased. The alfalfa
component howsver, showed an inverse relationship and increased its
amount in the hay with the increased rate of sccding, though its

stand had decreased,

Summarx:

l, The favourable establishment year of 1956 caused the alfalfa
and brome scedings to produce excellent stands undcr all sceding
rates of oats.,

2. The oats were removed after heading because of lodging, thus no
stand differences were present with alfalfa but differcnces weore
obtained with brome.

3. Hay yields in 1956 decreased with an increase in the rate of
seeding of the oats used to establish the¢ crop in 1955,

i« The specie components of the hay decrcased with an incrcasc in
the rate of seeding of the oats with the exception of alfalra

which showed a direct relationship,




Rate of Secding Oats on Stand and Hay Yields

Stand and Vigor 1956 Stand 1955 |Composition 1958 Hay Yields 1956
Sceding Alfalfal Alfalfa|Brome |Total| Tetal | Total| Percent|Percent| First|Sccond
Rate Height Stand| Legume| Grass| Legume | Grass Cut Cut [Total
cns .
7% Drills O 32.3 18,3 [17.8 [36.4 | 22.0 |17.6 | 55.1 |U5.0 2.31 | 1.37 | 3.69
% 30.8 19.6 |22.9 |43.3 | 15.5 |18.8 | 59.1 |[L0O.9 2.16 | 142 | 3.59
1 28.7 18.8 |19.8 |42.2|14.3 | 15.3 | 61.3 |[38.5 2.36 | 1.54L | 3.90
1% 28.5 19.3 [18.3 [37.3 | l2.h | 15.7 | 61.3 |38,6 2.29 | Llili3 | 3.73
2 28.1L 20.7 |21.8 |L1.9 | 8.4 | 4.3 | S57.2 |L42.7 1.97 | L.34 ] 3.32
2% 26,1 17.1 |24.8 |Li.5] 9.1 |13.2| 6l.2 |38.8 1.81 | 1.h2 | 3.2L
3 25.8 15,5 |26.0 |42.3 | 9.7 |13.5 ] 66.5 |33.L 1.76 | 1.4l | 3.21
3% 27.3 19.6 {21.7 |41.6 | 10.7 | 1l.2| 67.2 |32.6 2.02 | 1.28 | 3.31
I 2L.6 21,7 {17.5 [L0.0| 8.9 |11.5] 63.9 [36.0 1.58 | 1.38 | 2.97
T 5o0: N. 9. 2.9 | N.S. 3.7 L8 .50 | HW.S. | li.S.
309

C.V. 19.9 [10.6 |12.9 | 23.5 | 22.6 17.0 135.5 [12.5
1" Drills % 30.6 17.4 119.7 [38.8 | 4.1 | 1.1 | 67.2 |33.1 2,49 | 1.49 | 3.98
1 28.3 16,6 [16.3 {35,0 | 15.6 | 13.6| 71.8 |27.9 2.23 | leiio | 3469
1L 28.5 17.4 |18.7 [38.3 ] 18.6 | | 65.4 |35.2 2.05 | 1.47 | 3.92
B 2 23.0 17.0 |17.3 [38.9 14.8 | 12.81 61.7 [39.1 2.37 | 1.53 | 3.80
Drill Width 3 30.7 18,5 (19.3 [L0.1| 1.8 | 6.4 | 61.1 | 39.0 2.42 | l.52 | 3.94
Hean 1 28.5 17.7 |16.5 [35.7 | 15.0 | 1h.h | 65.4 | 3L4.4 2.10 | 140 | 3.50
13 20.5 17.4 (16.9 |36.01 15.5 | 15.0 | 63.3 | 36.8 2.11 | 1.4l | 3.55
2 238.2 18.7 (17.1 [39.8{ 11.6 | 13.5| 61.5 [38.0 1.97 | 1.45 | 3.42
L.S.D. Rates NeSe |WeSe |[HeSe| N.S 1.S. Ce23 | N.S. | 0.35

0.32
C.V. 19.9 (20,9 [ 1.6 17.9 | 20.) 10 [11.3 | 8.8
Mean =-2 bu. Rate

79 Drill 29.1 18,4 |16.9 | 38.0| 12.7 | 16.3| 59.2 |LO.7 1.92 | 1.42 | 3.34
14" Drill 28.8 17.7 [18.0 [37.7] 15.7 | 13.7 | 65.2 | 34.8 2.38 | 1.49 | 3.87

$7°
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The Effect of Rate of Seeding Oats and Fertility Levels

Upon the Establishment of Alfalfa and Birdsfoot

Trefoil with Bromegrass

R.P. Oo: F.H- 33"120

Objectives: The objectives of the study are to ascertain the effect

of the following upon the establishment of alfalfa~brome and
birdsfoot trefoil-brome mixtures.
(a) rate of seeding oat companion crop.
(b) 7 and 1l inch drill widths of the companion crop.
(c) low and high fertility levels
(d) soil types.
Procedure:

Alfalfa=brome and birdsfoot trefoil-brome were overseceded
on plots where a companion crop of oats was seeded at 1, 13
and 2% bushels per acre in 7 inch drills and 13 bushels in 1l
inch drills. The low fertility rate was an application of 100
lbs. of L=24~12 per acre, the high fertility rate was 300 lbss
of the same fertilizer, The soil types were a light sand at
Hespeler, clay=-loam at Guelph and a heavy clay at Brampton.
The test was a modified split plot with four replications.

The test at Hespeler produced such a poor stamd of oats, it
was discarded., BStand counts were taken on the Guelph and
Brampton tests ln September. Six square foot samples were taken
per plot at Brampton, four at Guelph.

Results 