ZA)Z2ALEA] (J. Kor. Grassl. Forage Sci.) 29(1): 7~12, 2009

=0 HSH0l %

. _
- O1BZ* - AYE* - MR

¢t Forage Pea & MY

1

o
o
fal
*
X
]

r

L XBFE M A O|EHH . BB

(=]
=S

Selection of Promising Forage Pea Cultivars on Paddy Field

Won Ho Kim*, Joung Kyong Lee*, Young Cheol Lim*, Jae Soon Shine*, Min Woong Jung*,
Hee Chung Ji*, Sung Seo*, Hyo Won Lee** and Bong Ki Yoon***

ABSTRACT

This experiment was conducted to compare the agronomic characteristics and productivity in introduced
forage pea cultivars at the experimental field. The experiment was arranged in a randomized block design
with three replications. The forage pea used in this study were two cultivars (‘Livioletta’, ‘Austrian Pea’)
and one Chinese milk vetch cultivar (Chinese domestic cultivar). Flowing of ‘Livioletta’ cultivar was May
16th and ‘Austrian Pea’ cultivar was 18th May, 20 days later than the former. The ‘Livioletta’ cultivar
showed stronger than winter hardiness of ‘Austrian Pea’ cultivar. Dry matter (DM) content of ‘Livioletta’
and ‘Austrian Pea’ cultivars were 22.5% and 20.9% chinese milk vetch showed the lowest content with
17.7%. ‘Austrian pea’ cultivar showed the highest DM yield with 5,617 kg/ha but the DM yield of
‘Livioletta’ cultivar was low with 3,652 kg/ha. The yield of CP (crude protein) and TDN (total digestible
nutrient) set high at ‘Austrian Pea’ cultivar. And ‘Livioletta’ and ‘Austrian Pea’ cultivars showed CP
content with 15.5% and 14.4% but Chinese milk vetch with 19.3%. The acid detergent fiber (ADF) and
neutral detergent fiber (NDF) content of ‘Austrian Pea’ cultivar were 23.2% and 40.3%. Therefore ‘Austrian
pea’ cultivar seems to be suitable varieties in paddy field as winter forage crops.

(Key words : Forage production, Forage quality, Promising legume, Crimson clover)
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Table 1. Soil characteristics of paddy field in Naju

Exchangeable cation

Organic  Available
pH & (cmol’/kg) CEC T-N
Item matter P,0s +
(1:5) (cmol /kg) (%)
(g/kg) (mg/kg) K Ca Mg
Naju 52 28.1 34 0.47 43 1.5 10.3 0.21
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Table 2. Comparison of growth characteristics of forage pea cultivars on paddy field

. 50% Flowering Plant height Winter-hardy Lodging
Cultivar
(cm) (1-9)* (1-9)*
Chinese domestic cultivar* 2 May 27 g 1
Livioletta 16 May 77 4 4
Austrian Pea 18 May 68 7 1

* Chinese milk vetch.
Rating: 1=Excellent or strong, 9=Worst or weak.
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Table 3. Comparison of productivity of forage pea cultivars on paddy field

Cultivar Dry matter Yield (kgha)

(%) Fresh DM CP TDN
Chinese Domestic Cultivar* 17.7 9,885 1,749 337 1,054
Livioletta 225 16,235 3,652 566 2,286
Austrian Pea 209 26,870 5,986 861 4214
Mean 204 17,663 3,796 588 2,518
LSD(0.05) - 6,578 932 NS 1,054
* Chinese milk vetch.
DM = dry matter, CP =crude protein, TDN = total digestible nutrients.
Table 4. Chemical composition of forage pea cultivars on paddy field
Cultivar CP IVDMD ADF NDF TDN
Chinese Domestic Cultivar* 19.3 59.3 36.2 47.1 60.3
Livioletta 15.5 61.3 332 473 62.6
Austrian Pea 144 74.3 232 40.3 70.4

* Chinese milk vetch.

CP = crude protein, IVDMD = in vitro dry matter digestibility, ADF =acid detergent fiber,
NDF = neutral detergent fiber, TDN=total digestible nutrients.
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