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Abstract: Fall/winter (F/W) harvesting (grazing) does affect normal season (NS) yield,

stand I ife. weediness, damage from the Egyptian alfal fa weevil rH~~era brunnei~ennis

(Boh.)J. (EAW) rate of spring regrowth. and yield of the first three to four cuttings of

the season. At the University of Cal ifornia. Davis. harvesting once, either in early

November or mid-December for two years. did not significantly reduce total NS yield or
stand I ife compared with the uncut. Any treatment with multiple harvests, or one early
March harvest. reduced NS yield (7%). persistence. vIgor and EAW damage. When NS + F/W

harvests were combined, all double harvests, and single November and December harvests were

higher yielding than the uncut, triple. or single March harvest treatments by 5 to 10%.

At the West Side Field Station, harvesting once in mid-oecember for two years did not
significantly reduce NS yield or spring recovery rate nor increase weediness, but did
reduce stand I ife, compared To the uncut. A single mld-November, early March, or any
double or triple harvests reduced NS yIeld 10 To 16%. When NS + F/W harvests were com-

bined, a single harvest In December increased yield by 5%. Making two harvests in November

and December did not improve yIelds over the November date alone. Three varieties wiTh

different dormancy yielded similarly. The semidormant (SO) LahonTan did noT increase in

yield when F/W harvests were added, but did maintain its stand in all Treatments.

These results suggest that one harvest in November or December at the University of

Cal ifornia Davis, and December at the West Side Field Station, can be made without reducing

total NS yield. This practice will increase total seasonal yield without affecting the

yield of the normal season cuts, and without seriously harming stand life and vigor,

Increasing weed contamination, or Influencing EAW damage.

FaJ I/winterKe~words: Alfalfa (Medicago sativa L.), Yield, Stand

Weediness, Egyptian alfalfa weevi I.
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t
Alfalfa grows in seven different major environments in Gal ifornia. Harvests per year

range from three to ten. Approximately 95% of the 1,050,000 acres grown are util ized as

baled or cubed hay, mostly for dairy cattle and horse feed. The cl imate in winter is

moderate to cool and wet, and in summer hot and dry. In the major producing areas of the

San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys (56% of the total ), the production season is determined
by when rains begin and end in the autumn and spring and not by cold weather. The low

desert (Palo Verde, Goachella and Imperial Valleys), the other large producing region (30%)

has no similar limits because of extremely low annual rainfall (2.5 Inches) and warm winter
temperatures that permit growth throughout the year.

Approximately 70% of the state acreage Is either grazed by sheep or harvested for
hay/green feed/silage, one or more times from October through February. Producers receive

some income from these post normal-season harvests (PNSH), but usually growers lack Infor-

mation about the long-term effect of these practices on Insect control, vIgor, weed contam-

fnatfon, persistence, or productivity in subsequent years.

Few detailed studies have been conducted on F/W harvest practices in areas cl imatical-

Iy similar to Gal ifornia. At Davis after November 1, in north central Gal ifornia, Schoner
(1981) reported that one PNSH, made about 30 days after the normal sixth harvest of early
October, reduced yIeld for both the semldormant (SD) WL 318 and the very nondormanT (VND)

GUF 101 about 9% when averaged over a three-year period. When two harvests were made in
November and December, the losses were similar (12%) for WL 318, but doubled to 27% for the

VND variety GUF 101. Losses were minimal the first year, but Increased each year, espe-
cially for the VND GUF 101, which also suffered a severe stand and vigor loss not shown by
the SD cultivar. All yield losses for both cultivars cut once occurred only in the first

three harvests of the spring, but CUF 101 cut twice was lower yielding and much less vigor-

ous for all six harvests.

\1Extension Agronomist and Staff Research Associate, University of Cal ifornia, Davis and
Farm Advisor, University of Cal ifornia Cooperative Extension, Woodland, Cal ifornia, respec-

tively.
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Worker and Marble {1987) found that In Imperial Valley. where 10 harvests are made

annually. there was no reduction In yIeld. vigor or stand In subsequent years with either
one or two F/W harvests for CUF 101. If a 45 day rest period was allowed between harvests

from December to mid-February. In this mIld wInter area. total seasonal yield was
Increased by 12% when two harvests were made in early December and mld-January. In addf-

tion, quality of these two cuts and also the qual !ty of the first normal season cut in
March, was increased from about 52% TDN to 55%1

In order to clarify the long-term effect of single and multiple PNSH on alfalfa

uctlvity and persistence when grown In the Sacramento and San Joaquln Valleys, trials
esTabl ished aT the Agronomy Farm near Davis (UCD) and 210 miles souTh aT the WesT
Field STaTIon (WSFS), abouT 40 mi les souThwesT of Fresno.

prod-
were

Side

f.ETI-()DS

Similar irrigated trials were planted at 30 Ibs/acre in october 1983 at WSFS and In
March 1984 at UCD, using a spl it-block design wIth four repl icatlons. Main plots (each

50x20 feet) were: varIeties with different fall dormancies, CUF 101 (VNO), Moapa 69 (NO)

and Lahontan (SD); subplots were the F/W harvest treatments of: 1) November+December+March

(HHH); 2) November+December (HH-); 3) November+March (H-H); 4) November (H--); 5) December-
+March (-HH); 6) December (-H-); 7) March (--H); 8) uncut (---). All plots were harvested

with a Carter flail plot harvester seven times per year for two years before fall harvests

began. Excessive rains october through December 1984 prevented the beginning of the F/W
harvests until November 1985. F/W harvests continued for two years through March 1987.
Seven NS harvests were made at WSFS and six at UCD from all plots in 1986 and 1987 from

April to October. Samples were taken for dry matter and chemical analyses (not complete at

date of writing). Plant counts, stand estimates, regrowth, and visual ratings for weeds,

insects and diseases were made. Light frosts of 1 to 5°F, which usually killed young

regrowth, occurred several times each year from mid-December to early February, but daytime

temperatures were always 10 to 30°F above freezIng. Data was analyzed by standard statis-
tical procedures.

RESUl TS AND DISCUSSION

Stand Life

High persistence was associated wIth greater varIetal wInter dormancy and fewer F/W

cuts. Average percent cover ratrngs In March 1988 after three seasons of F/W harvests are
given in Table 1 for the WSFS, and after two years (Table 2) for UCD. Only the semidormant

variety Lahontan was able to maIntaIn essentially the same stands for F/W cuts as the uncut

check treatment. After cutting in November, Lahontan did not regrow at all, and Moapa 69
and CUF 101 but I rttle until normal sprIng growth commenced in mid-February. Both varie-

ties that grew some in the wInter, CUF 101 and Moapa 69, had substantIal stand loss from

all harvests made in March as well as all double harvests. These were made when regrowth

was very immature, and were always followed by the first NS harvest 20 to 35 days later.
One November or one December harvest at UCD or one In December at WSFS, did not reduce

stands, especially for Moapa 69, which has more wInter dormancy than CUF 101.

Pests

ContaminatIon from winter annual weeds was greatest at WSFS for all treatments which
involved a March or multiple harvest (Table 3). At this location. one F/W harvest in

~Iovember or December. or even harvests on both dates. had I It tie effect on weediness com-

pared to the March treatments. The uncut. or one harvest in November or December. treat-
ments were nearly weed-free for all F/W harvests and varIetIes. CUF 101. the most wInter
growing varIety of the three. and the most I ikely to have low rooT carbohydraTes as a
resulT. was conTamInaTed more by weeds than the oTher varieTies. especially when harvested

in March.

Damage from the Egyptian alfalfa weevil at UCD was slgnltlcantly less In all plots
that were harvested In March (Table 4). Harvesting in November or December did not reduce
EAW damage anymore than the uncut treatment, which was heavIly damaged. However, harvest-
Ing In both November and December, but not rn March, reduced vigor and Increased EAW dam-

age. Apparently the sprIng harvests removed EAW larvae and eggs, and allowed the new re-
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growth to develop free of damage. Regrowth from all treatments not harvested until

or which had sufficient time for regrowth to develop prior to March. but which were

were available as egg laying sites and subsequent larval damage.

March.
uncuT.

Vigor

Height measurements at WSFS taken 22 days after the first NS harvest in the spring of

1987 represented the effect on the vigor of the alfal fa after two years of F/W harvesting

(Table 5). This was a near identical response to the weed ratings, both of which reflect
lack of vigor and a reduction in abil ity to compete. ~ "hidden" dama~e 1LQm ~

harvest i n~ l.s. .o.f.t.e.n over looked .oJ: ~ cons i dered .There were no d i f fe rences between

varietIes; all varieties reacted the same.

Yield: F/W Harvests

A summary of the preseason, F/W cuts for 1986-87 for the WSFS are given In Table 6.

All F/W single harvests yielded about 0.75 tons/acre regardless of the season or length of

time for growth. This poor growth response during the winter was also noted in grazing

trials in Cal ifornia (Frate et al., 1988) and a cutting trial of Worker and Marble (1987),

but is contrary to results found in a colder area (Edmisten et al., 1~88). The results at

WSFS were apparently due to the combined action of mi Id weather Intermingled with I ight

frosts, loss of leaves from old age, and leaf feeding damage from the EAW. Similar results
were found from the F/W harvests at UCD, except si ightly higher yields of about 1.05 tons/-

acre were obtained (Table 7).

All combinations of F/W harvests significantly reduced yield of the first three spring
harvests at the WSFS (Table 6) and the fIrst four harvests at UCD (Table 7). In both

instances, no further yield reduction was obtained from other harvests in this second
season. The average yield from seven harvests at WSFS was significantly less (7%) than the

combined seven plus F/W harvests, but most of this Increase was from the single December

harvest treatment, which yielded 5% more than the uncut check.

Yield: NS and NS+F/W Harvests -WSFS

Three F/W harvests at WSFS (Table 6) reduced normal season yield by 16%. The addition

of yield from the three harvests was not enough to make up for the reduced vigor and stand

loss that resulted in reduced production the next year. Harvesting once in November or

March, or any two-cut combination, reduced second year normal yields approximately 10% at

the WSFS.

When the two-year NS yields are compared with two-year NS plus three plus F/W harvests

(Tables 8 and 9), the average of all F/W harvests increased NS yields by 9%. Each year,
the difference between the best and poorest treatments widened. This was due to the in-

creasing depletion of root carbohydrate reserves in the multiple and wrongly timed F/W

harvests. Only the harvest made in mid-Oecember was able to maintain its productivity in

relation to the uncut check over the two-year period. Undoubtedly, continued harvesting in

the F/W period would further reduce the vigor and widen the margin between the uncut check
and the inappropriate treatments. March harvesting was particularly detrimental to NS

yields, reducing them by an average of approximately 15%. The added gain from the multiple

harvests was not sufficient to make up the difference.

Yield: NS+F/W HarvesTs -UCD

At UCD, results followed the same type of trends, but were not exactly the same. For
example (Table 7), there was much more flexibil ity in choices of F/W treatments. fndlvld-

ual F/W harvests were greater than at WSFS, and this was reflected in a higher percent

increase for the F/W treatments compared to the uncut check, approximately 11% higher
yielding for all combinations of single and multiple cuts except the triple cutting. As at

the WSFS, at UCD a single harvest in mid-December was significantly (9%) better than the

uncut check. However, at UCD a November cutting was equal to a mid-December cutting, and
two of the two F/W harvest treatments were about 10% higher than NS yield when two years
results were averaged (Tables 10 and 11). Making three cuts at either UCD or WSFS was

fairly devastating to yield, resulting in a 16% yield reduction in both instances, compared

to the NS uncut check.

l
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These results differ from those of several workers located In areas with much cooler

clImates {Jensen et al., 1981; Scheaffer et al, 1988). Apparently all F/W harvest treat-

ments, except the mld-December cutting at WSFS, and this same treatment and the sIngle mid-
November harvest at UCD, whIch occurred after growth was severely reduced by low tempera-
tures {low temperatures occur earl ier at DavIs than in Fresno County), were unable to main-
tain sufficient root carbohydrate reserves for normal growth in the spring. The increased

weediness and decreased stand and spring recovery height from all other F/W harvests would
confirm thIs conclusIon.

aJ~USIONS

The results of these two experiments suggest that It Is possible to increase total
seasonal yield without affecting normal season yield in the central San Joaquln by making a

late harvest In mid-December, and either a mid-November or mld-December harvest in the

southern Sacramento Valley.
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Table Third year stand persistence ratings <% cover) for
1983 San Joaquin Valley 3 variety and 8 fall harvest

trial. West Side Field StatIon, Five Points, Fresno

County. Planted October 26, 1983 at 30 Ibs/acre with
four replications on Panoche clay soli. (Marble and
Peterson) 1987.

Entry CUF 101 Moapa 69 LaOOntan Mean

8 ---

6 -H-
2 HH-
7 --H
4 H--
1 HHH
5 -HH
3 H-H

50.0
37.5
42.5
42.5
38.7
32.5
31.3
36.3

66.3
55.0
52.5
50.0
53.8
47.5
40.0
42.5

75.0
75.0
70.0
72.5
68.8
70.0
76.3
66.3

70.4
55.8
55.0
55.0
53.8
50.0
49.2
48.4

A

B
B

B

B

c
c
c

51.0 b 71.7 aMean 39.9 c 54.7
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Stand persIstence ratings (taken before Ist cutting) for 1984

(spring) UC three variety and eight fall/wInter harvest trial.

Davis, Yolo county. Planted March 12, 1984 at 30 Ibs/acre with
four repl Icatlons on Yolo loam soli. 1987. (Marble, Schoner,
Peterson) <UC384R7.11>

Table 2.
uc

1986- 1987
Treatment

11/1012/153/10

Percent Cover (4/7/87)

CUF 101 Moapa 69 Lahontan All varieties

63.75
57.50
55.00
48.75
47.50
42.50
41.25
21.25

62.
57.
58.
53.
51.
47.
46.
35.

72.50
71.25
70.00
70.00
63.75
65.00
66.25
67.50

66.25 A

62.08 AB

61.25 AB

57.50 ABC
54.17 BC
51.67 C

51.25 C

41.25

(4)

(8)

(6)

(2)

(3)

(5)

(7)

( 1 )

H

H

H

H

H

H

H

H

H
H
H

H D

47.19 B 51.56 B 68.28 A 55.68Grand Mean

{LSD (.05)
(.01)

13.02
17.73

10.60
14.43

7.59
10.34

8.25
11.23

% c.v. 18.77 13.98 7.56 10.05

..L.Q2l .i..Q.ll.I...SD.

10.51
8.03

14.21
10.90

Between treatments for the same varIety
Between treatments for different var!etles

EntrIes that are followed by the same letter are not significantly different

from each other at odds of 19 to I.

EntrIes that differ from each other by more than the LSD are significantly
or highly sIgnificantly different from each other at odds of 19 to 1 (.05)

and/or 99 to 1 (.01), respectIvely.

l-
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Table 3. FourTh year weed raTings, Taken 23 days afTer firsT harvest,
April Ist for 1983 San Joaquin Yalley 3 variety fall harvest
trIal. West Side Fleld.Statlon, Five Plonts, Fresno County.
Planted October 26, 1983 at 30 Ibs/acre with four replications

on Panoche clay soil. (Marble and Peterson) 1987. <WS283R7.31>

1986- 1987
Treatment

11/1012/153/10

Weed ratings (4/24/87)

CUF 101 Moapa 69 Lahontan All varfetfes

(8)

(6)

(4)

(2)

(7)

(5)

(3)

( 1 )

9.50
9.00
8.50
7.75
6.25
5.75
5.25
3.25

9.75
9.25
8.25
8.25
7.25
6.75
5.75
5.25

9.25
8.75
8.50
8.75
7.50
7.50
7.00
6.25

9.50
9.00
8.42
8.25
7.00
6.67
6.00
4.92

H

H

H

H

H

H

H

H

H
H
H
H

6.91 7.56 7.94 7.47Grand Mean

0.96
1.31

LSD (.05)
(.01)

1.48

2.01

1.20
1.63

1.00

1.36

8.69% c.v. 14.53 10.75 8.53

L.DJ1...L.ill.LSD.

1.22
0.99

1.65
1.35

Between treatments for the same variety

Between treatments for different varieties

Entries that are followed by the same letter are not significantly

from each other at odds of 19 to 1.

different

Entries that differ from each other by more than the LSD are significantly or
highly significantly different from each other at odds of 19 to 1 (.05) and/or

99 to 1 (.01), respectively.

= very weedy; 10 = no weeds presentWeed rating:
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Table 4.

1986- 1987

TrAatmenT-
11/1012/153/'0

(7)

(5)

(3)

( 1 )

(6)

(4)

(8)

(2)

H

H

H

H

H

H

H

H

9.75
9.50
9.25
8.00
7.75
7.75
5.75
7.75

H

H
H

H

9.75
9.25
8.50
9.00
7.00
7.25
5.75
3.50

9.75
9.50
8.75
8.75
7.75
6.25
8.75
6.00

9.75
9.42
8.83
8.58
7.50
7.08
6.42
4.50

Grand Mean 7.72 B 7.50 B 8.06 A

LSD .05)
.01)

1.24

1.69 t1.37
1.87

1.15

1.57
1.06
1.44

% c.v. 10.92 12.43 9.71

.LS.D.
.i...Q2l -L.Q-11

Between treatments for the same variety

Between treatments for different varieties
1.25
0.86

1.69

1.19

l
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Tab I e 5 . Fourth year recovery height ratings taken 23 days after first har-
vest, April 1st, for 1983 San Joaquin Valley 3 variety

fall harvest trial. West Side Field Station, Five Pionts, Fresno

County. Planted October 26, 1983 at 30 Ibs/acre with four

replications on Panache clay soil. (Marble and Peterson).1987.
<WS283R7.21>

1986- 1987
Treatment

11/1012/153/10

-HeIght (Inches) 4/24/87

CUF 101 Moapa 69 lahontan All varietIes

(8)

(6)

(4)

(2)

(5)

(7)

(3)

( 1 )

22.
22.
21.
20.
18.
18.
17.
15.

22.
21.

20.

19.

18.

18.
16.
16.

20.

20.

19.

17.

17.

16.
16.

15.

21.

21.

20.
19.

17.

17.
16.

15.

H

H

H

H

H

H

H

H

H
H
H
H

c
c
c

D

Grand Mean 19.28 19.09 17.75 18.71

1.61
2.19

1.43
1.95

1.63
2.22

1.01
1.37

LSD (.05)
(.01)

% c.v. 5.68 5.10 6.24 5.29

Entries that are followed by the same letter are not significantly different

from each other at odds of 19 to 1.

Entries that differ from each other by more than the LSD are significantly or
highly significantly different from each other at odds of 19 to 1 (.05) and/or

99 to 1 (.01), respectively.
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75
25
00
00
25
00
00
00

25
75
00
50
00
00
75
50

25
00
00
75
25
00
50
25

,75

,33

,00

,08

,83

,33
,75

.58

A
A

B
B
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Table 8. ,
t
~

Two year normal seasonal yIelds of fall/winter

harvests of 1983 West SIde FIeld Station 3 variety
X 8 fall/winter harvest trial. West Side Field

Station, FIve Points, Fresno County. Planted
October 26, 1983 at 30 Ibs/acre with four repl ica-
tlons on Panoche clay loam soil. 1987. (Marble
and Peterson) <WS283Y7>

Yield in dry tons per acre,
rank in ~arF!nThF!~I~

Total Total Average
1986 1987 1986-87

% of

H---Entry

8.19( I )

8.08(2)

7.59(3)

7.45(4)

7.12(5)

7.05(6)

6.66(8)

6.78(7)

11.28 ( 1 )
11 .05 ( 2 )

10.31 (3)

10.16(5)

10.29(4)

10.07(6)

9.75(7)
9.48(8)

9.73(1)
9.56(2)
8.95(3)
8.80(4)
8.71(5)
8.56(6)
8.21(7)
8.13(8)

A

A

8 ---

6 -H-
2 HH-
4 H--

'7 --H
5 -HH
3 H-H
1 HHH

100.0
98.3
92.0
90.4
89.5
88.0
84.3
83.6

B
B
B
BC

CD
D

GRAND MEAN 7.37 10.30 8.83

% cy 5.7 5.7 7.1

LSD (.05)

(.01 )
0.35
0.48

0.50
0.68

0.37
0.50

i
l...SD!..s. ~ Q1

Between harvest treatments 0.37
Between years 0.11

Between years and same harvest treatment ns

0.51

0.15

ns

7.1

4.8

ns

To convert dry tons per acre to hay at 12% moisture. multiply

by 1.136.

Entries that are followed by the same letter are not signifi-

cantly different from each other at odds of 19 to 1.

Entries that differ from each other by more than the LSD are

significantly or highly significantly different from each
other at odds of 19 to 1 (.05) and/or 99 to 1 (.01), respec-

tively.

1985-86 fall/winter harvest dates: 11/20/85; 12/23/85; 3/25/86.

1986-87 fall/winter harvest dates: 1/13/86; 12/15/86; 3/3/87

t
';;.c-

-55-



9. Two year total normal season plus all fal I/wInter

cuts of 1983 West Side FIeld StatIon 3 variety X
8 fall/wInter harvest trial. West SIde Field

Station, FIve PoInts, Fresno County. Planted
October 26, 1983 at 30 Ibs/acre wIth four repl ica-

trons on Panache clay foam soi I. 1987. (Marble
and Peterson) <WS283Y7.1W>

Yield in dry tons per acre,
rank In RarenThesis

Total Total Average
1986 1987 1986-87

% of

H---Entry

6 -H-
5 -HH
8 ---

2 HH-
7 --H
4 H--
3 H-H
1 HHH

8.55(1)
8.26(2)
8.19(3)
8.12(4)
7.95(6)
7.94(7)
7.80(8)
7.95(5)

11.81(1) 10.18(1)
11.21(3) 9.74(2)
11.28(2) 9.73(3)
11.09(4) 9.61 (4)
11.02(5) 9.48(5)
10.93(6) , 9.43(6)
10.82(7) 9.31(7)
10.49(8) 9.22(8)

A
B
B
BC
BC
BC
BC

C

104.6

100.1

100. 0

98.7
97.4

96.9
95.7

94.8

GRAND MEAN 8.10 11.08 9.59 98.5

5.2 6.0 6.9

SO (.05)
(.01)

0.36
0.49

0.56
0.77

0.39
0.54

.lSD..!.s .a.fJ.2. .c.Y.t.a.a.1

0.39
0.12

ns

0.54
0.!6

ns

6.9
4.8
4.4

BeTween harvesT TreaTmenTs

BeTween years

BeTween years for same harvesT treaTment

To convert dry tons per acre to hay at 12% moisture. multiply

by 1.136.

Entries that are followed by the same letter are not slgnifl-

cantly different from each other at odds of 19 to 1.

Entries that differ from each other by more than the LSD are

signifIcantly or highly signifIcantly dIfferent from each
other at odds of 19 to 1 (.05) and/or 99 to 1 (.01), respec-

tlvely.

1985-86 fall/winter harvest dates: 1/20/85; 12/23/85; 3/25/86.

1986-87 fall/winter harvest dates: 1/13/86; 12/15/86; 3/3/87.
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Table 10. Two year normal season yield without fall/winter

harvests after two years of fall/wInter harvests
for 1984 UC Davis 3 varIety X 8 fall/wInter

harvest trial. UC Davis. Yolo County. Planted
March 12. 1984 at 30 Ibs/acre wIth four repllca-

tions on Yolo loam soil. 1987. (Marble, Schoner
and Peterson) <UC384Y7.Y7R>

Yield In dry tons per acre,
rank in ~arenThesls

Total Total Average
1986 1987 1986-87

% of

ControlEntry

9.771
9.22\

9.71(

9.19(

9.03~

9.20\

8.95(

8.24(

9.70(2)
9.90(1)
9.38(3)
9.03(6)
9.16(4)
8.98(7)
9.15(5)
8.12(8)

9.74(1)
9.56(2)
9.55(3)
9.11(4)
9.10(5)
9.09(6)
9.05(7)
8.18(8)

A
AB
AB
B
B
B
B
C

100.0

98.2
98.1

93.6

93.4

93.4
93.0

84.0

8 ---

4 H--
6 -H-
2 HH-
7 --H
5 -HH
3 H-H
1 HHH

GRAND MEAN 9.16 9.18 9.17 94.2

% cv 6.7 6.7 9.0

LSD (.05)
(.01)

0.52
0.71

0.52
0.71

0.50
0.68

J..s.D..!..s. .c.Y:lQ2 ~

0.21 0.28
0.22 0.30
0.29 0.38
0.36 0.48

2.8
2.8
3.1
2.8

Between treatments, same year

Between treatments, different year

Between treatments and varIety
Between treatments, variety and year

To convert dry tons per acre to hay at 12% moisture, multiply

by 1.136.

Entries that are followed by the same letter are not slgnlfi-
cantly different from each other at odds of 19 to 1.

Entries that differ from each other by more than the LSD are

signifIcantly or highly signIficantly different from each
other at odds of 19 to 1 {.05) and/or 99 to 1 (.01), respec-

tlvely.

1985-86 fall/winter harvest dates: 10/31/85; 12/5/85; 3/19/86.

1986-87 fall/winter harvest dates: 10/31/86; 12/2/86; 3/10/87.
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Two year summary of normal season yield plus fall/
winter harvests after two years of fall/wInter
harvests for 1984 UC Davis 3 variety X 8 fall/

winter harvest trial. UC DavIs, Yolo County.
Planted March 12, 1984 at 30 Ibs/acre wIth four
repl ications on Yolo loam soil. 1987. (Marble,

Schoner and Peterson} <UC384Y7.Y6R>

Table

Yield in dry tons per acre,
rank in ~arenthesis

Total Total Average
1986 1987 1986-87

% of

ControlEntry

10.46(1 )

10.29(2)

9.98(5)

10.25(3)

10.00(4)

9.89(6)

9.77(7)
9.47(8)

10.96(2)
10.97(1)
10.94(3)
10.54(4)
10.34(5)
10.10(6)
9.70(8)
9.81(7)

A
A
AB
AB
ABC

BC
C
C

110.0

109.2

107.4

106.7

104.5

102.7

100.0

99.0

5 -HH
3 H-H
4 H--
6 -H-
2 HH-
7 --H
8 ---

1 HHH

104.910.01 10.42 10.22GRANO MEAN

9.1% cv 6.7 6.7

0.57
0.78

0.59
0.81

0.56
0.76

LSD .05)

.01 )

.c.Y.l02 .a..O1l...SD...!.s.

0.22 0.29
0.24 0.33
0.33 ns

2.7
3.2
2.7

Between harvest treatment, same year
Between harvest treatment, different year

Between harvest treatment and variety
Between harvest treatment and variety,

different years 0.38 2.7ns

To convert dry tons per acre to hay at 12% moisture, multiply

by 1.136.

Entries that are followed by the same letter are not signifl-
cantly different from each other at odds of 19 to 1.

Entries that differ from each other by more than the LSD are

significantly or highly sIgnificantly different from each
other at odds of 19 to 1 (.05) and/or 99 to 1 (.01), respec-

tivel y.

1985-86 fall/winter harvest dates: 10/31/85; 12/5/85; 3/19/86

1986-87 fall/winter harvest dates: 10/31/86; 12/2/86; 3/10/87.
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