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Effect of Herbicide Treatments on the Forage Yield and
Nutrient Productivity in Rumex crispus Dominated Pasture
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Summary

This study was carried out to investigate the effects of herbicide treatment on the forage yield, nutrient
productivity, weed control and persistency in the Rumex crispus dominated pasture in Suwon and in Youngam
from June, 1993 to October, 1995, respectively. It was arranged as a randomized block design with five
treatments : () reseeding at middle August, @ dicamba 2{ /ha+reseeding at early July, 3 dicamba 2¢ /ha+
reseeding at middle August, @ dicamba 2¢ /ha-+reseeding at early July +dicamba 1¢ /ha and ©) dicamba 2¢ /ha+
reseeding at middle August +dicamba 1¢ /ha.

In the Rumex crispus dominated pasture, the treatments of dicamba 2{ /ha+reseeding(early July or middle
August) +dicamba 14 /ha were controlled 77~92% of the weed, and increased 105~141% of forage yield and
were higher 88~141% of energy (TDN and NEL) productivity compared with reseeding at middle August
(control), respectively.

The results indicated that herbicide treatment was effective for the control of Rumex crispus and renovation

of grassland, and higher forage yield could be obtained by twice applications of dicamba.
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Table 1. The chemical properties of soil before experiment

Sit Depth pH oM Av. PO Exch. cations (cmol’/kg) Lime requirement
ite
(cm) (I:5H,0)  (g/kg) (mg/kg) Ca Mg K (kg/ha)
Suwon 0-10 5.53 28.7 5.76 135 0.27 1,290
Youngam 0-10 6.26 49.5 271.3 5.21 203 032 650
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Table 2. Experimental design

B fide w99 49 19933 749 2647 8¢
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Treatment No. Treatment
1 Reseeding (middle August)
2 Dicamba 2£ /ha + reseeding (early July)
3 Dicamba 2 £ /ha + reseeding (middle August)
4 Dicamba 2 £ /ha + reseeding (early July) + dicamba 14 /ha
5 Dicamba 2£ /ha + reseeding(middle August) + dicamba 1 /ha
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Table 3. Visual observation data as affected by the treatment

Treat. No. Winter hardiness (1-9)* Cold damage (%) Growth vigour (1-9)* Coverage (%)
Suwon Youngam Suwon Youngam Suwon Youngam Suwon Youngam
1 4.0 3.0 8.7 6.7 37 3.0 82.7 40.0
2 2.7 33 4.0 5.7 23 3.0 91.0 46.7
3 3.0 3.0 47 53 3.0 33 92.7 46.7
4 2.7 3.0 3.7 6.0 27 27 95.0 45.0
5 2.7 3.7 4.0 6.3 2.7 3.0 91.7 41.7

* 1: best, 5: moderate, 9: worst
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Table 4. Dry weight of Rumex crispus as affected by the treatment (kg/ha)

Treatment Suwon Youngam
1994 1995 Average 1995
Tl 2,362 1,197 1,780 3,705
T2 299 686 493 2,497
T3 393 592 493 2,235
T4 12 272 142 660
T5 39 241 140 859
LSD 0.05 565 217 368 1,296
0.01 822 316 535 1,885
3. Y

FUolA A 2d BF 4 @EE KEY
HHWELS B SolM B ulel go] 8¥F 5o #
B WA RS lE 5312kghao] u] 3t
REHE MAT A2lE 64~110%2 F5a77} 9

Qth. #W 22 HBA hay Tgtulola] 24 el
Aeld = 1940 HIES B 9557kghaz A
80%2] MKHEI AT, 8¥FE mATE
8,725kg/ha £ A 64% LUgE 2l o) o] £ A B
A7) el = 4] AT |

Table 5. Dry matter yield of forages as affected by the treatment (kg/ha)

Treatment 1994 Sul:;: Average Y01u9l;g5am

T 4232 6,392 5312 3,793

V) 9,869 9,244 9,557 4,949

T3 7,606 9,843 8.725 5870

T4 11,222 11,140 11,181 9,117

T5 10,197 11,567 10,882 9,145

ISD 005 1,669 1,194 1,132 1372
0.01 2,428 1,738 1,646 1,99
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Table 6. Botanical composition as affected by the different treatment (%)

Treat. Suwon (1995)
No. Grasses Legumes Weeds Rumex crispus
Ist 2nd 3rd 4th Ist 2nt 3rd 4th Ist 2nd 3rd 4th Ist 2nd 3rd  4th

1 69.0 67.7 680 330 123 193 130 140 70 23 33 137 11.7 107 157 393
2 723 773 710 530 150 157 203 250 70 26 17 110 57 40 7.0 110
3 83 797 713 567 7.7 137 203 243 57 33 20 93 43 33 64 97
4 837 8.7 787 603 83 11.7 163 250 57 20 23 103 23 06 27 44
5 873 867 817 633 57 107 147 223 50 20 13 110 20 60 23 34
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Table 7. Energy(TDN and NEL) yield as affected by the different treatment

Treatment Suwon (1994~1995) Youngam (1995)
TDN(kg/ha) NEL (MJ/ha) TDN(kg/ha) NEL(MJ/ha)
T1 3,626 33,115 2,527 23,145
T2 5,999 53,022 3,306 30,372
T3 5,543 49,215 3,858 35,461
T4 7,035 62,217 6,094 55,304
TS5 6,864 60,772 6,012 54,742

* TDN lg: 4.4 kcal DE, 1MJ : 238.8 kcal
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