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Environmental Adaptation of Tall Fescue
Varieties in Mountainous Pastures
IV. Evaluation of winter hardiness by DW / RTAR

Ju Sam Lee, Sung Yoon Han* and lk Hwan Jo**

Summary

This experiments was carried out to evaluate the potential winter hardiness of tall fescue varieties
based on the data of dry weight of plant per relative tiller appearance rates(tDW/RTAR) in mountai-

nous pastures of Taekwalyon area. The results obtained were as follows;

1. The varieties were classified into 2 groups by dry weight of plant per relative tiller appearance rates

(DW/RTAR). Thus, Forager and Fuego belong to the group with more than 2.0 in DW/RTAR but

Barcel, Barvetia, Demeter, Enforcer, Johnstone, Safe and Stef belong to the group with less than

2.0 in DW/RTAR respectively.

2. The dry weight of plant per relative tiller appearance rates(DM/RTAR) and dry weight of plant(DW)

of Ist cutting were significantly positive correlated with number of heading tillers and dry weight

of heading tillers.

3. The dry weight of plant per relative tiller appearance ratestDW/RTAR) was significantly positive

correlated with dry weight of plant(DW) of final cutting and of Ist cutting.
4. The varieties with high DW/RTAR showed a high dry weight of plant(DW) of Ist cutting. Accor-

dingly, it was concluded that DW/RTAR is a valuable character for evaluating potential winter

hardiness of tall fescue on mountainous pastures of Tackwalyon area.
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Table 1. Dry weight of plant(DW) and yield components of final cutting in autumn and of 1st cutting
in spring, and dry weight of plant per relative tiller appearance rates(DW / RTAR) in tall fescue

varieties.
Variety Final cutting Ist cutting DW/
NT wT Dw VT VTW HT HTW NT WT DW  RTAR
Barcel 74.8 0.36 26.8 180.8 229 15.7 8.8 1964  0.16 31.7 1.64
Barvetia 474 0.54 25.5 1542 226 7.8 42 1620  0.17 26.8 1.09
Demeter 43.1 0.44 19.1 100.7 14.9 21.7 19.3 128.3 0.25 34.3 1.57
Enforcer 459 0.48 22.0 124.5 15.2 16.8 9.5 141.3 0.17 24.7 1.10
Forager 56.3 0.56 30.6 100.0 11.5 46.2 31.7 146.2  0.29 43.2 2.27
Fuego 77.5 0.44 342 1424 214 14.7 8.4 157.1 0.19 29.8 2.11
Johnstone 57.0 0.48 27.4 99.0 10.3 18.4 8.4 1174 0.16 18.7 1.29
Safe 48.6 0.43 20.7 115.3 11.8 20.2 13.5 1364  0.18 25.3 1.23
Stef 39.3 0.67 26.2 1229 26.7 0.5 0.2 1234 0.21 26.9 1.18
X 54.4 0.47 25.8 122.6 17.5 18.7 11.6 1454 0.20 29.0 1.49
LSD(p=.05) 14.9 0.12 8.4 374 10.5 15.7 10.7 38.6 007 13.2 048

Note. NT; number of tillers per plant, WT; dry weight of a tiller(g). VT; number of vegetative tillers, VIW; dry weight of
vegetative tillers(g). HT; number of heading tillers, HTW; dry weight of heading tillers(g).
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Table 2. Correlation coefficients between dry weight of plant({DW) and yield components of 1st cutting
in spring.
VT VTW HT HTW NT WT
DW —0.047 —0.003 0.638%* 0.717* 0.341 0.807**

Note. * and ** are significant difference at 5 and 1% level respectively.
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Table 3. Correlation coefficients between dry weight of plant per relative tiller appearance rates(DW /
RTAR) and yield components of 1st cutting in spring.

vT VTW HT HTW NT WwT

DW/RTAR -0.563 —0.130 0.659* 0.658* 0.282 0.604

Note. * is significant difference at 5% level.
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Fig. 1. Relationships between dry weight of plant per tiller appearance rates(DW / RTAR) and dry weight
of plant of final cutting in autumn(A), and of 1st cutting in spring(B).
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