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ABSTRACT

In this study, the adequate cutting frequency and level of cattle slurry nitrogen application
were investigated for the production of Reed canarygrass. Higher relative dry matter yields were
recorded in 2nd cut in 3 cutting frequency, 3rd cut in 4 cutting frequency and 4th cut in 5
cutting frequency respectively. With no fertilization, mean dry matter yields per year were
6.4~7.5tons/ha and the highest yield appeared in 3 cutting frequency. The increased application
of cattle slurry nitrogen resulted in the increased dry matter yield. Significantly higher dry
matter yields than that of no fertilization were recorded in fertilization of 180 kg cattle slurry-N
per year in 3 cutting frequency, 120 kg in 4 cutting frequency and 300 kg in 5 cutting frequency
respectively. Efficiency of dry matter production with cattle slurry nitrogen application (kg
DM/kg N) was higher in 120 kg N, 30 kg N and 90 kg N/ha/cut in 3, 4 and 5 cutting frequency
respectively. In each cutting frequency, the higher efficiency of dry matter production appeared
in 1st cut in 3 cutting frequency, and 2nd cut in 4 and 5 cutting frequency respectively.
Economic slurry N level (kg/ha) was 462.7~525.3 kg/ha in 3 cutting frequency, and 353.1~423.2
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kg/ha and 380.1 ~424.4 kg/ha in 4 and 5 cutting frequency respectively.

Key words : Cattle slurry, Cutting frequency, Dry matter yield, Efficiency of dry matter pro-
duction (kg DM/kg N), Economic cattle slurry N level.

x= B

gFuizel AArule) A &5Fo] e Reed canarygrassd ¥H3-S ZARSH, AAJAAA e ==
A% AAF L FHA B JHANEY A7 A LFES FAS AL ST d3NeE A7 A
5% e HANZR FiFFE 33 AF oM 28 %, 43 oF oM 3% Z 53] G FAME 4
HzA g dHAAz Y8 /M 5 AuiFFE JEAT. FAIET7Y A7 AEFHL o Fulg
o2} 6.4~7.5 ton/had) HHE UYEhAeH, 33 dFHFN M 2 A7 AEFEFS YU
A FFu o] AlggEol F7HEC wetd A7 AEFFS FUHEAD F, 33 dF oM E
43] dHFolME A7 120 kg 2 53] AHFAME A7 300 kg2 FAIBIALS o, FA]LFo] HF] 9
A 2L HAETTE JERAT. Ad7ue AEAMESE (kg DM/kg N)& 33 o319 120
kg/ha/cut, 43] o2 30 kg/ha/cut 2 53] o3+ 90 kg/ha/cuto|A z+z} 16.8, 25.4 2 10.4
kgol 7t £ AES AL, AZAY G2 AZYTEEL 33 dF 7oA 1WE, 4359 53 o
HAFAM e 2z 71E wdth AAF SF7He BAANEFFELS 33 93 Fo)A 462.7~525.3
kg/ha, 43] 3 Fo|A 353.1~423.2 kg/ha 283 53] o3 7oA 380.1~424.4 kg/hagl M= 1}
R At

ML ¢ T, AR, A7 WS, AEYNEE, FAF AaNESFE

arygrass® 22 I Ex =90 Fysiga

1. M 2 AZtAth (Frames} Morrison, 1991; Kalton
5, 1989; ©] &, 1993).

HZ sl dg A7izte]l 12HEAN 9T 3 B2y AERES FYEe FHRER )
Lo FAZ QA% oj5 &Y Fute A AFAA W&ol FEaTEo] BT, I uid AdEx
THe 543 FdHY, FF 103%F¢ AA oMM B AUFS "eE AT dwrzoezm
739 F 1/49) 50~60%hadl AR} FFA FAE7tA e 22X e AIRZEY QAL F2
3 2 o2 AT (o] §, 1994a, ol F, 3 g (53] ZA)o) o9&ty ok o 2z
1994). Ego] AA3lET, TFEAAY FxY F7 2 A B

ol FFE=EFS o83ty 3t wke) 3§ AolAe] AL Fio JHIH EYoMe s
UR AgFas sAEAY Ao ZARE g T HIZAAHQ AJu|#E] 7} o] F 2 Fo] Halo
AA FoeE Qasly] dste] BRgdAzAd A t} (Jo, 1989; Schechtner, 1979).
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OHAH|O| Al2530) [§EF Reed Canarygrasse/ BlE 35

W eko] FZ3 Ao,
o) A§HOZ ATLA Kot AT AU
oz e e B8 47 #7999 9

4 s E= i e B L
AEEEd 3 AYEL AR Ags] el

Y (Long® Gracey, 1990; Wilkison, 1979),
E 7tEERY AUR AL EYMY |77
278, 98, EQoZREY ¥F F4E 2 FE
o EAY FFLAE 2T 7 U222 £A9
A G AT u]gx}%giﬁ_@] o] &3} 37
WY o2 A9
ARG 7EERS ’\]%71511]7“4 ggol 8749
t} (Schechtner, 19783 1979).

el 2 dpdMe FxAez gduHo 7t
E £F =EYM RAEE ANY BFHOR
Reed canarygrassE AWi3lHS o, <dFH¥lx=
g} 713 R R AEFEd GE HEFFY HIE
zZAlstng HAY AFpu|e] £ FAH3 A
Fule] Al &) WE FA 9 BARHE FIH, 7}
2250 AY3E 53t BHLEE FaATIE
2, EE AR AR St Al &
Ao NG F e MEERY A8V AE
gHA7122 gt

run

[}

2 7z W WY

B Age A7 vjgA AdFE vEsde =
Ecko) ZA ¥ Reed canarygrass (var. Vent-
ure) 8] Gz xA oA 1995 3YFE 11977
AAE A

NENG 5 4 HE 71 B FE Table 1
&z

Agol A" 299 Ad 30 4 W&o
v 1995do= 3€ogt o 1.5°C U} 19
Ae & Ao/t gled, €¥ A5#EFe dd B
t} 3~6¥9) & 13.9~63.1 mm7} ZaEHAoY
AgFutRel 7~9¥dE 26.6~492.7 mm7}
Z7tE9ed 53] 849 /M & Z9] Z/1E B
o] 3 glt}.

AT dxe HYF 4m’ 2mx2m)E 3
JL, FF(ER)de A7 «dFH3sE 3,4 2
532 & 35F9 AFHYEE, AT (HE)=
o #Avltt had A+ (AEEF 10%, FZ
A2 0.4%)8 F79 ALNEFOZ 0, 30, 60,
90 ¥ 120 kg 5FFY Al&TE dAsto 3y
Bo] 2837 Agy oz v

JHYVIEYE dFHA e 335 o FHTAA 1HMZE
59 269, 2H%XE 8¢ 4%, 3WMEE 109 13¢
of AL, 43 AFHTAME 1MZE 54 12
d, 2HZE 6¢€ 30%, 3HZE 99 29, 4¥x
£ 10¥ 1342 3oy 53 dFHFME 1%
£ 59 59, 2¥xE 6€¥ 9Y, 3WMRE 7Y 28
d, 4928 94 159 28 5% E 10¥ 13¢
o Z+z} o3kt

ZAbE AFHNEEE 7} qFHA7)d SEAT
o] A2y A F, o8 F YF (% 500
2) & Ax7\HA 80°C, 48A17+ [z F @9H
Ao AEFFE AE3Ah h‘d Y AFn] 9]

J

Ao g 93t AEFFHIE Y JAIFA
(Y=atbxtcx’+dx®) o2 vehfo] §iA A4

o] Aol AlL4F (limiting slurry-N lev-

Table 1. Monthly meteological data during the period of growth in 1995.

Mar. Apr. May June July Aug. Sept. Oct.
Mean temperature(’ C) 6.0 11.3 17.1 21.6 24.5 26.0 20.0 155
Precipitation(mm) 60.6 44.4 60.6 70.7 436.1 786.6 472 39.3
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e AR dF7n) HAS AEF+F (econo-
mic slurry-N level) S #3390, oFHA7]
o} vz olapu) A9 o]FELS AEALER
£ (DM kg/kg N)& JeRAAT

3d

3.1 AATH|9] HAAIE <
H 3t
o HR S Hdue A]&o] Reed canary-
grass? AEFF vlXe 4TS vehd Hol
Table 29|t}
3.1.1 3% o+

o
r\J
o
>

e
10

(p<0.05).

HMzE HF AEFFO] /M =Ud 29
o) AEF% (3.57 ton/ha)E 1A %8} 2o] A4}
TFHle A g0z AEFFo] FAHUAY FAE
o= g Zojrt AR A 3kt

3z AEFFT WgTu)e AJgo] F7HE
o] weld Z7tE93, 30 kg/ha/cut o]Ate] o
Aau] AN EFEAN FAET RO {5
¥ AEFFEHS YEMAT (p<0.05).

3.1.2 48] o3+

3HzoA o HHRE HF AeTE] ML B
G 43 o FHTF (4.59 ton/ha)dME 33 oF
T o] BE Nz AEFF] JiTu]
ALAEFE F7IE ASHY F7HE HEIA
ot 1HZ A+ 30 kg/ha/cut, 2¥1ZAE 60
kg/ha/cut ¥ 3% 4¥ZolAM= 90 kg/ha/cut
o] o] FFEAM FALTHYG {3 & HE

Table 2. Effect of cattle slurry nitrogen application on dry matter yield of Reed canarygrass in different cutting systems.

Cutting N level Dry matter yield(ton/ha)
frequency (ha/cut) Ist cut 2nd cut 3rd cut 4th cut 5th cut Total
Okg 1.65¢ 3.000 2.85° 7.50¢
30kg 2.16 3.15° 3.05% 8.36¢
3 Cuttings 60 kg 2.95% 3.50° 3.64 10.09%
90 kg 3.72¢ 3.94 3.97 11.63®
120 kg 5.24 4.28: 4,04 13.56
X 3.14 3.57 3.51
Okg 0.55¢ 1.43° 3.56° 0.84¢ 6.38¢
30kg 1.36° 263 4.19= 1.25% 9.43¢
4 Cuttings 60 kg 1.73° 3.18 4.49% 1.21% 10.61%
. 90 kg 2.712 3.56 4,97® 1.50® : 12.74®
120 kg 3.042 3.66 5.72: 1.74 14.162
X 1.88 2.89 4.59 1.31
Okg 0.60r 1.07¢ 1.98> 2.58¢ 0.40¢ 6.63¢
30kg 1.13* 1.41% 2.24% 2.94 0.27 7.99>
5 Cuttings 60 kg 1.40% 2.19® 2.33¢ 303 0.30° 9.25%
: 90 kg 1.72® 3.03 2.74 3.48: 0.36* 11.332
120 kg 1.932 3.06 2.72¢ 2922 0.47° 1,10
X 1.36 2.15 2.40 2.99 0.36

Note. Means seperation within a column by Multiple Range Test, 5% level.

The same letters show non-significant difference at the 5% level.
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WY (2 A|ZTF0f CHEH Reed Canarygrasse| 9+

FZE YRt (p<0.05).

3.1.3 53] of|%TF

53] dFFoM e dFANRE HF AEFHO|
33 4¥ZoA 7H EA JdeElgtEd, olE 93
Wz AEZFHFE W70 FAALFF] 90
kg/ha/cut o|dolA Q38 ZAHAT 33 1,
2 % 3z A4pHe FAE 60 kg/ha
/cut oje] Al GFFAT Fujzro fofd
AEr#atolg YeEMIUL (p<0.05), 49 5%
zoMe ANEFEL AEFFAA FF o7}
AR A ekeket.

3.1.4 A7 ZHESY

A7 AESFL 33, 43 2 53 qFH7g B
A& A 6.38~7.50 ton/hag YERAEY],
33 HFAN M B AETFS YL
U 43] o FHTAM 7 AAJoH 53] AFH )
6.63 ton/ha®] A7t AEFFE el @
H FALFN Az AEFFo] M w4 72
# (7.50 ton/ha) 33 oA FHFMe AArH| 9
ALAEFE] F7H Wk A7 AEFFO
Z7tdR oy AW =¥ ha¥ 60 kg (180 kg/ha
/year) o9 Al &FFolA FAETHD §2j3
AT AEFFY F7HE YEAY. A 8FE
Apolel| M= o Au] 9 90 kg/ha/cut oA

AAE

ST 2 E

120 kg/ha/cut 2.2 ZA)8HS 7% 1.93 ton
o] A7 AEFF F7HEE AT 43] o F
TFAME AGTH e LA RFE] Fold
A A7 AEFF] AEHQA F7HE YA
2k ha® 97+ 120 kg (30 kg/ha/cut) & A48
A o, FALT 2ot {3 F7HE YeRUL

Table 3. Mean relative dry matter yield(%) at each cut.

37

M (p<0.05) AlgFEL A7 AEFF Fojx
7}4 3A YeEst (3.05 ton DM/ha/year).
53] dFFoAME dgrule] Algog A7 AE
F&9 F7bt A&HALY had A7 600 kg
(120 kg/ha/cut) 9 FFAM = 450 kg (90 kg/
ha/cut) +&9 ZAE5F% Ht} 0.23 tono] Za
HAh A AEFFHE A7 AaFEe
A7 300 kg/ha (60 kg/ha/cut) ojAto.2 ZA]
AL o, FALF Bo}h R =& AEFH
o zpolE YeRATE EF A|&FFENME ha
ZF 97 300 kgoll M 450 kg o2 AAF7Hle] AA
Al &TFEE FAEHES 9, 2.08 tond] & F7HE

< YERE

v}

3.2 GIFYITY ofFHES HF Azt

dHNIEE o HHZY Fi5%FL Table 33
ig=s

33] dF oM 1% (30.7%) 9 B3t 29
29 3z Hulgao] oF 3.7~4.2% EUT,
43] A H 79 53] AHFAME 22 3z 49
ZM 43.03 32.3%2 71 & AUsEe U
2=

3.3 ZAHH AT HAABFE

o Hulol| uhzt AFFulel HAA g
AEFHFHUIE v FAFHLZ Yehd
Table 49} 7t}

gTulel A g wE AEFFe w3
Z, HX¥ JAJTANE 33, 43 2 53 of o)
M ARASF (r)7F 7+ 0.9943, 0.9671 2

» o
(o rot

Cuttings Ist 2nd 3rd 4th 5th Total
3 30.7 349 34.4 100.0
4 17.6 27.1 430 12.3 100.0
5 14.7 232 259 323 39 100.0
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Table 4. The sigmaformed processes of Input—Output curve depending on various cutting frequencies in Reed canarygrass.

Cuttings 1 Input-Output curve-
3 0.9943* y =7,478.00 + 7.20x + 0.046x* — 0.000052583x°
4 0.9671* y = 6,445.43 + 28.24x - 0.052x? + 0.000056906x3
5 0.9399* y = 6,689.00 + 1.94x + 0.042x? — 0.000055062x’

Note. * is significant difference at 5% level.

Table 5. Economical N border(kg DM/kg N), economic slurry-N level(kg/ha), marginal dry matter yield(DM ton/ha), limiting
slurry - N level(kg/ha) and maximum dry matter yield(ton/ ha) in each cutting.

Economical Economic Marginal Limiting Maximum
Cuttings border slurry-N level DM yield slurry-N level DM yield
(kg DM/kg N) (Necon.kg/ha) (Ymar.ton/ha) (Nmax.kg/ha) (Ymax.ton/ha)
3 dy/dx=16~12 462.7~525.3 15.4~163 653.1 17.1
4 dy/dx=12~10 353.1~423.2 124~13.4 574.1 16.3
5 dy/dx=10~8 380.1~424.4 10.5~109 530.6 113

0.9399% 5% &9 ®ojdol AFHAt.

AHUEE QY79 AlgFFd g AESF
Z9 ¥hgS YERd Zo] Table 50|t}

AAA A4 (marginal dry matter yie-
1d) & vetdie 44109 240|858 (kg DM
/kg N)2 Hee 338 o PAA 16~12 kg, 4
3 gHFAM 12~10 kg F 58 dFH A 10
~8 kg2 2 AW} Eobdel wtd 2 ¥
= FoHlh

BAH Ao Z2AEFE (economic
cattle slurry-N level) 2 33| o # Tl 462.7
~525.3 kg/ha, 43] 374 353.1~423.2
kg/ha Z12]3 53] oA 380.1~424.4 kg
/ha®l HAE Yveplo], 33] oFtolla HAH
BT H| 9 Al GFFo| 7MY ERoH, o ¢ do
Ae BAAH A 5% 33], 43] 2 53] o FH 7
A 7tz} 15.4~16.3 ton/ha, 12.4~13.4 ton
/ha % 10.5~10.9 ton/hag Yehlo] 33 o
A7 FAA SHATEE A /M Bt

£ Qe FAZLAETE (limiting
slurry-N level)& 33 o#1)4 653.1 kg/
ha, 43] 9j# 794 574.1 kg/ha 123 53] <

FIEE 7| X2E MaH M5, 199

HTNA 530.6 kg/hal® FAE o] dIuixrs}
ol o] mata] wolzion) o] o dojxe Ho)
AE4+ % (maxium DM vyield) & 33, 43 %
53] o#FolA Z2+ 17.1 ton/ha, 16.3 ton/ha
% 11.3 ton/had Yehfo] JFHREs} o)
T2 AQAETFES ZFAHAG.

3.4 dyFH|o B AL0|EEE

dHAN=E AFFHe] ALAGFFY @E
Reed canarygrass®] H# AEANEEL Table
634 Z2th.

A7) AL GoZ HF 14.0 kg DM/
kg N ZAZANEES Vel 33 oFH7oMe
Al gEol F7HE Ol weEtM ABAYTE GOl F7)
HAed, 53] 60 kg/ha/cute] d437le] A
AR FEAA 71 & FiolRR g9 F/HES
EojX givh. W Ao AiAgoz HF
AEAAE L] 19.2¢9 8.9 kg DM/kg N2 7]
5%, 439 53 AHFINE 47 303 90
kg/ha/cut®] HF7u] LA GA o 25 .49
10.4 kg DM/kg No2 7}% =& AZQANES
< YEdT



HArPH[O] Al2TF0) L3t Reed Canarygrasso| Y+ 39

Table 6. Efficiencies of dry matter production(kg DM/kg N)
to cattle slurry nitrogen application levels in each
cutting.

N level(ha/cut) 3 Cuttings 4 Cuttings 5 Cuttings

kg DM/kgN  30kg 9.6 25.4 9.1
60 kg 14.4 17.6 8.7

90 kg 153 17.7 10.4

120kg 1638 16.2 75

X 14.0 19.2 8.9

3.5 AAFH|ol AIBA|IZI0f MHE T HAO
888

BF7ue] AJgA71o] @& Reed canary-
grass®] B YT EE Table 73 7t}

33 dFH PN dFTFue HF FAolER
&2 AZAAE L] 1HRAM 22.9 kg DM/kg
NoZ 7P #k3 439 53] o FH oM 2%
oA ztzt 27.99 17.3 kg DM/kg No.&2 713
E2 B ALl FEESE JEMAT. 3 A o
HFY AT dFHHzAMe Bho|LE o] A
a7 ZAgo]l Ueisted, 53] 53 9374
+ -1.5kg DM/kg N& 7|1&E3s4

4 @

Reed canarygrasst BZ§74z24d9 gt 3
340 Hojya A% AEFHe] )
2

Ho
X
_>l'..
Jo
,#I
rHa
tm
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>
i)
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B
oh
o
it
ne
irJ
E.)

A, o8 HEy AaAuFEd wehx
3 dHoz FAPAAHA FAG Aot AFol

rop

B g} (Allison 5, 1992; ©] 5 1994a,
1994b % 1995). & 4A¥9 AFME JFHuI L
7} @42+ 3~53]9] Ao} 6.4~7.5 ton/had
r AEFEHE JEMIS (Table 2), d3ule
of & AA7H9 Algo] Reed canarygrass?)
ZAARNE L F7HA 7 Ed FREAT (o] F,
1994a9} 1995; o]9} =, 1994).

53], A4 FAE 33 dFHFoMe 4
7k 180 kg, X 43 dAFHFNMe dZ 120
kg % 53] qFHFINE 300 kgl 2 FAFAS
o, FAIETol HE] ol =2 AEFHL U
ERA U (p<0.05).

x| ABANE L A7 B¢ JdzA
3 o3 Fo M7 st AFHYS T F
Ack. B 2AqME 48717k Fukyal 7
~949e] ZFol ode vlay R YUYz
(Table 1), AA7/17E 228, Reed can-
arygrass7} G9jol ¢ AEEAHGEo) A7 A
7% A-AHEEI} 338, 43] ¢ 53] 4379
Azt 29z, 3¥x B 4WRAN M w2 A
H+HE Yeh)QUTH (Table 3). o4 2+e 2
#e o] 5(1994a9} 1995)¢] ZAxbe} U= 3},

Atz oz ABQNE A3 AAolgage A
YU EE (kg DM/kg N)E Hrised, 24
oM Ag7u AAAEE 33 dFH TN E
120 kg/ha/cut®t 53 oFHF\ME 90 kg/ha
/cutollA 16,83 10.4 kg2 714 & HAEL A
At A7 FUbE R A §£F0) Fobdol
webs ALl g E L] AtEthe Bt Ao o
ek Aok (FEoF BIEE, 1984). Y 43 o
HTANE FALTAN 97 AE5Fo| e o

Table 7. Mean efficiencies of dry matter production (kg DM/kg N) to cattle slurry nitrogen application times at each cut.

Cuttings Ist cut 2nd cut 3rd cut 4th cut 5th cut Mean
3 229 8.6 14.0
4 229 279 8.7 19.2
5 13.6 17.1 8.1 -1.5 8.9
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FHulzo] vldte] FASHA Ro} HFpu] Fie
30 kg/ha/cuto|A] 25.4 kgl 713 =& AA0]
£5& YL, ofF Al&FEe] zohd
w2} Aol g T go| A=A (Table 6).

H 7IEERY AlA7IE ABFY £A, £
g2 gryoly Axd A Fol AT Frea
F AR BAE 23 o) AZEF ojgagHy B
A3ld 7t5ERY HAHARA7E o8 B3 45
Hojgdty BT Y8 (F, 1994; Rees T,
1993; Rupepert &, 1985), £ AZMxZ A
L1719 g H# AEYIES (kg DM/kg
N)& 33 dF 79 1Mz, 439 53] oFH 7Y 2
WA ztzk 22,9, 27.9 2 17.1kgd M &
< ABAMEEE UEY ol A7t A9 ¢
&3 9ttt (Table 7).

B AN o Huise] BAAgle] HAAFFH] 9
NE&FEY F7b wEkA A7 AEFFo] St
AR, 53] AFH TN AFFHe] AAFES
450 kgollA 600 kgl 2= ZA|9 L, 0.23 ton
/had}l A7 AESFHE 7FAE 23U HTable
2). ol 447 AL AQARFELR FF
aE B2 EPIMY @017 X8 $E &
A, AEA e Fie FH E 334
Fzo Z7td g Exo FAANE /AL F
A& AJAFEER 1o} (Schechtner, 19783 1979),
NI W AAHolx §H HA A&F
F9o FAo] 27dY. Wby dFHNIZ & 3
AF AaAvaE 399 (Jo, 1989)d <3y
AAA dgFue Azt ALAEFES FHE 2
3}, 33 o F oA 462.7~525.3 kg/ha, 43|
o Z 7oA 353.1~423.2 kg/ha 183 53 o
T A 380.1~424.4 kg/hags Yehfdo
(Table 5). °|& A4F+H|9] el YepliH 7
7} 115.7~131.3 m*/ha, 88.3~105.8 m* ha
2 95.0~106.1 m*/hacl s|Fee FFo2
Schechtner (1978) 9] HAH o HHZxE 10~

oX

218 H 7|23t H4aA M1z, 1996

15 m*/ha/cute 23R, A7+ 339} 43
HU T A Ad7u] 80~90 m*/ha Algo] AHA
FEo|YL BIF o] F(1993b)e] Adfe 2 4
39| 43]9} 53] dF 7] ANLFEH AL YAF}
=

58 £

$% =E%9| Reed canarygrassE vzl
S o, dHNES} HFH Y A&FFEY Ao}
AT AEFF vAe FFE ZA, Reed
canarygrass®] A TUE AT FAF
o] FHQ HA AHWIE} A9 HAA
£4ES FH31A e, 1 A#E 8943
H o 2o
1L A=Y A7 AEFFo] i3 4FHux
o] FFHFE 33 dFHFAA 2HZ, 43
H oM 3WUE 2 53 dFHFAME 49
Zo)A ztzt 34.9, 43.0 ¥ 32.3%ES UE
o], o2 AHHz vE) 7 22 A
TFE 71E3
2. FAETY A7 AEFHE dFHNEY o
2} 6.4~7.5 ton/ha?] HHE YEREA
ou], 33 dHoNN 7 B A7 AE
FFS YRt
3. 339} 43] dFH Pl ATFHY AL
Fo] T/ wetx A7 AEFFo] F7
oy AATHE 33 o F oM A7
180 kg (60 kg/ha/cut), 133 43 oF
T 47k 120 kg (30 kg/ha/cut) &
FAIBIAE W, FA&F vlge fojs)
A £ AEF%FE YA (p<0.05).
3HH 53] dHFAM T AFFYE] LA &5
9 F7h we A7 AEFFH] FUHE
BRI 53] ALAEFES 300 kg (60
kg/ha/cut) &2 FA|3te FA] L] B3

-



HArHI|2| A|Z5F0| CHE Reed Canarygrasse| #t8 41

A7+ A5 o] 2.6 ton/haZ {5 F
7batR A, AAAFHIE 450 kg (90 kg
/ha/cut) oA 600 kg (120 kg/ha/cut) &
2 ZA39< "W 0.23 ton/had 47+
AFFY #ag YA

A sy Aol ALAGFE TE
AZANES (kg DM/kg N)2 33 o3
9] 120 kg/ha/cut, 43 o3} 30 kg
/ha/cut 2 53] <32 90 kg/ha/cute
A 16.8, 25.4 % 10.4kgel 7HE =Tt
A gAY wE Ha AEANES (kg
DM/kg N)& 33 o FHFolM 1%, 43
9} 53] o FHFoM e 22NN 747t 22.9,
27.9 2 17.1 kg9 M & A4S A
ot

. AAA AT AAAEFEE 33 943
Fo) Al 462.7~525.3 kg/ha, 43] o3+
oA} 353.1~423.2 kg/ha 281 53] 4
oA 380.1~424.4 kg/hao|loy,
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