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Objectives

+

1) Determine quality of Fall Dormancy
Standard varieties at three locations In
the PNW

2) Determine the impact of fall dormancy
on forage quality

3) Extend the knowledge gained



Methods
+

A Traditional ANOVA analysis was done to determine
Interactions.

A Because there is so much variation caused by
environments and cuttings | transformed the data
using vernal as 100% and other varieties were
relative to vernal.

A After regression analysis back transformation to
original constituent units.



Varieties In this analysis

,|_

Maverick
Vernal
5246
Legend
Archer
ABI700
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Start 2019 and 2020 ANOVA
AEWAIES

‘ Fall dormancy regression analysisby cutting
significant analytes

DFL
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2019 -2020 Crude Protein was not Influenced
by Fall Dormancy
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2019 -2020 NDFD 48 hours as Influenced by
Fall Dormancy
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2019 -2020 Quality Adjustment Relative to
Vernal For Fiber Fill as Influenced by Fall
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2019 -2020 Fat Concentration as Influenced by

Fall Dormancy
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2019 -2020 Lignin as Influenced by Fall
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Lignin Concentration (%)
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Neutral Detergent Fiber (%)

2019 -2020 aNDF as Influenced by Fall
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2019 -2020 Relative Feed Quality as
Influenced by Fall Dormancy
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2019 -2020 Total Nutrient Value of Hay as
Influenced by Fall Dormancy
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2019 -2020 Total Value of Hay as Influenced
by Neutral Detergent Fiber Digestibility 48 hr.
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Conclusions

A Fall Dormancy did not affect protein

A The impact of fall dormancy was greater on later
cuttings and no measurable impact on first cutting

A NDFD decreased linearly with increasing fall
dormancy significantly on 2nd, 31, 4th cuttings

A Increasing fall dormancy had a negatively quadratic
Impact on fiber fill in the dairy cow.




Conclusions

+

A Increasing fall dormancy negatively influenced fat
concentration linearly especially 2" through 4™
cuttings.

A RFQ,aNDFand lignin had its greatest positive
iInfluenced by Fall Dormancy 1

A NDFD had the largest influence on dollar value of
hay.



Questions?



