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Comparison on the Productivity of Five Leguminous
Forages
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Abstract: Comparing productivity was conducted among Tephrosia candida,Cassia rofundifolia

XEHS:1005-9164(2010)02-0182-03

Pers. ,Chamaecradta nicitans, Codariocalyx gyrans and Stylosanthes guianensis cv. Reyan No. 2
from 2006 to 2008 in Guang).(i Instiute of Animal Sciences. The results showed that the yield was
highest in Codariocalyx gyrans (5. 06kg/m?), followed by T'. candida (4. 69kg/m?), which was
64. 28% and 52. 27% higher, respectively, than that of the control of S. guianensis cv. No. 184
(3.08kg/m?*). There was significant difference between the productivity of C. gyrans and that of
the control one. In conclusion, the reproducibility, fresh yield and crude protein of 1'. candida and
C. gyrans were better than others, they were liked by cows, goats and rabbits. Therefore, these
two kinds of forages are appropriate to be planted and developed as new kinds of good-quality

forages in Guangxi Region and even in southern China.
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Table 1 Growth «ate of forages

HEFH(H. H)Growth date(Month. date)

L T S S L % WA

Grasses Sowning Seeding Branch Flower Flowering Podsing Maturing
breeding
1 4.2 4.12 6.13 10. 3 11. 8 12.2¢4 2.1**
2 4.2 4.15 6. 26 7.10 9.1 9.17 10. 24
3 4.2 4.13 6.15 715 7.22 7. 30 10. 16
4 5.10 5.22 7.12 9.20 9.23 10. 20 11.?
5 4.2 4.18 5.20 10.17  11.2 11.5 l.Zé”

* MFS SHTRYR S — B TR « « B4,
* ; The species numbers are the same above, the same below. * * ;

Next year.
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Fig. 1 Average height of herbages in different years
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Table 2 Fresh grass yield per year

fief 55 7 & Fresh yield (kg/m?)

Mo
Girases 2006 2007 2008 quﬂj
verage
1 4.50 4.72 4. 86 4.69
2 1.72 1. 60 1.84 1.72
3 1. 80 2. 48 1.87 2.05
4 3.63 7.15 4. 41 5. 06
5 2. 62 2.12 4. 49 3.08
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Table 3 Comparison of average yield of forages
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Table 5 Forage nutrient composition

B ¥

Consnon. ivkrsue X, Xi—1.72 X; —2.05 X; —3.08 X;—4.69

4 5. 06 3840 3.o1rm 198" 0. 37
1 4.69 2.97**  2.64%* 1.61

5 3.08 1. 36 1.03

3 2.05 0. 33

2 1, 72

xP<0.05, % x P < 0.01.
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Table 4 Comparison of stem/leaf ratio and air dry matte of

forages in different years

XMt Stem/leaf radio R T
o Air
e 2007 2008 Aifge Srz‘iz‘z";:‘f’
1 0.78 0.76 0.5 0. 68 28.55
2 0.79 1.33 0.82 0. 98 36. 42
3 1.33 0. 74 1.11 1. 06 22. 44
4 0. 97 0.915 0.71 0. 87 24.10
5 | 1.39 1.34 1.28 17. 05
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# 3% & B Nutrient content( %)

R mm ommem Mg GEB RKS
) HE  Crude 4 H¥  Crude Ca P
CP fat CF NFE ash

i 19. 45 4. 05 34.86 35.69 5.94 0.46 0::51

2 : 14.75 3.60 33.12 41.69 6.84 0. 49 0. 20

3 19.31 5.59 28.87 39.98 6.26 0.52 0. 62

4 19.03 3.93 28.18 39.67 9.19 1. 08 0. 46

5 1603 3.11 35,24 35.51 10.11 1: 84 0. 65
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