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Warm-Season Gr hallenges

« Quality
lacking d
— Low crude p
— Low in vitro digestibility
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Benefits of Legumes

Generally greater [CP] than grasses
Improve soil N status

— Reduce inorganic N application
Reduce pesticide application
Improve biodiversity

Improve DM intake of ruminants
— Less [NDF] than grasses (Frame, 2005)
— Greater particle reduction than grasses



Challen ' erennial

We need
alternative |



Experiment 1

Herbage Mass Production and
Nutritive Value of Seeded
Warm-Season Legume
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Weeks after planting

Means at each WAP without a common letter differ (P < 0.05)




Means at each WAP withom5)
Linear (L), quadratic (Q), cubic (C) c ; < 0.001), **(P<0.01), *(P < 0.05)



Whole Plant “ digestibility

Means at each WAP without a 0.05)
Linear (L), quadratic (Q), cubic (C) contrasts; ***(P < 0.001) , **(P < 0.01), *(P < 0.05)
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Experiment 2

Effects of Supplementing
Bahiagrass Hay with Warm-
Season Legume Hays on Lamb
Performance



* To deterr tibility

WETLERS
| (SBM)

—Pigeonpea
—Soybean (SYB)



Dietary Treatments

Fed ad libi
1) Bahi

of the

7) SBM to ave egume diets (4.25%
of diet DM)



Forage Nutritive Value (% DM Basis)

Bahia APNUT PPNUT CWP PGNP SYB SEM

8.19  14.72b 15.22
73.8°| 46.2¢ 43.3"
39.8¢d| 37.8d 32.1°

6.2° 7.9b 6.7°

50.7¢  71.4° [77.28

11.7¢
62.2°
48.7°
9.5b

57.9¢

12.2¢ 135> 0.4

78.68 59.00| 1.0

Within a row means without a common superscript letter differ (P < 0.05).




DM Intake (g/d)

SBM APNUT PPNUT cwp SYB

Columns without a common superscript letter differ (P < 0.05)




DM Digestibility (%)

SBM APNUT PPNUT cwp SYB

Columns without a common superscript letter differ (P < 0.05)




N Retention (g/d)

SBM APNUT PPNUT Cwp SYB

Columns without a common superscript letter differ (P < 0.05)
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Relative production costs

Hay production Haylage production
net present net present value,
Forage value, S/ha S/ha

Economic analysis on 20-year horizon (Foster, 2008)
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