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Figure 1. Linear relationship between biomass production of Hybrid napier grass on different cutting days
and in systems with and without fertilization. Plots were created in MATLAB R2021a. FM fresh matter, DM
dry matter. Linear regression equation (C cutting day): Biomass FM with fertilization=0.2269 C-2.5525,
r’=0.9238, n=63, P<0.001. Biomass FM without fertilization=0.0882 C-1.352, r’=0.9784, n=63, P < 0.001.
Biomass DM withfertilization=0.03998 C-0.6448, r’=0.9263, n=63, P < 0.001. Biomass DM without
fertilization=0.01517 C -0.2866, r’=0.9747, n=63, P < 0.001.

Source: Julian et al. (2021)
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Figure 2. Linear relationship between biomass production of Hybrid napier grass on different cutting days
and in systems with and without fertilization. Plots were created in MATLAB R2021a. FM fresh matter, DM
dry matter. Lineal regression equations (C cutting day): Biomass FM with fertilization=-199.4084
(C%+28,382.8977C-240,005.9343. r°=0.8113, n=63, P<0.001. Biomass FM without fertilization= -53.7566
C’+8406.3371 (-58,284.7854. r’=0.9069, n=63, P<0.001. Biomass DM with fertilization= -32.0241
C*+4824.9404 C-58,229.4563. r°=0.8290, n=63, P<0.001. Biomass DM without fertilization: = -8.2090
C*+1374.6121C~13,776.6985. r°=0.8997, n=63, P<0.001.

Source: Julian et al. (2021)
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Tablel . Means of cutting intervals on the yield, plant height and tiller number of hybrid

napier grass.

2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016
Cutting interval Plant height Tiller number Dry matter yield
(cm) (m™) (tha™)

30-day 143.3 f 1427f 1413 b 1218 b 19.75d 16.28 d
60-day 263.0d  269.3d 62.7 e 66.3 e 42.55 b 42.03 bc
90-day 334.7b 3380b  820d 81.7d 39.31 c 40.76 ¢
120-day 300.8c  304.0c 69.3 e 655 e 38.92 c 40.34 c
150-day 2383e 2713e 1110c 106.8 ¢ 44.25 b 43.40 b
180-day 4283 a 426.7 a 1613 a 157.7 a 51.18 a 5151 a

Mean 284.8 292.0 104.6 100.0 39.33 39.05

(a,b,c,d,e,HNMeans in the same column followed by different letters differ significantly (P<0.05).
Source: Hakan et al. (2020)
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Table 2. Effects of cultivar and cutting interval on tillers per plant, plant height, basal

circumference, tiller diameter, leaves per tiller and leaves per plant of Napier hybrid cultivars.

Cutting Tillers per Plant Basal Tiller Leaves per Leaves
interval plant height circumference  diameter tiller (no.)  per plant
(no.) (cm) (cm) (mm) (no.)
40 days 63.0+2.6 a 151+4.5 c 119.0£2.7 b 13.5+2.45 6.0+£0.4 378+2.4 a
60 days 57.0+3.1b 218+5.4 b 137.0£3.2 a 10.9+2.27 7.0£0.5 399+3.5a
80 days 43.0+3.7 c 256+6.4 a 137.0+3.8 a 11.8+3.21 6.0+£0.6 258+3.6 b

Means + standard error followed by the same letter within columns are not different (P>0.05).

Source: Wangchuk et al. (2015)
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Figure 3. Linear relationship between protein and leaf: stem ratio of Hybrid napier grass on different cutting

days and in systems with and without fertilization. Plots were created in MATLAB R2021a. Lineal regression
equations (C=Cutting day): Protein with fertilization= -0.0968C+14.8642. r’=0.8491, n=63, P<0.001. Protein
without fertilization= -0.0519C+11.7607. r*=0.7271, n=63, P<0.001. Leaf: stem ratio with fertilization=

-0.0162C+1.8657. r2=0.7986, n=63, P<0.001. Leaf: stem ratio without fertilization= -0.0220C+2.5833.

r’=0.8399, n=63, P<0.001.
Source: Julian et al. (2021)
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Table 3. Means of cutting intervals on crude protein, acid detergent fiber (ADF) and neutral

detergent fiber (NDF) of hybrid napier grass.

CP content NDF ADF
Cutting interval
(%) (%) (%)
2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016
30-day 11.8 a 12.0 a 54.6d 536 e 375e 36.7 e
60-day 8.1c 8.6 C 63.6 C 64.0 c 40.8 d 40.5d
90-day 6.1d 6.2 e 64.6 b 68.4 b 44.6 b 41.7b
120-day 8.0c 8.0d 65.1b 64.7 c 425 c 40.9 cd
150-day 8.6 b 9.0 b 63.1c 60.5 d 40.8 d 40.6 cd
180-day 45e 50f 739 a 72.1a 46.7 a 46.4 a
Mean 7.8 8.1 64.1 63.9 42.2 41.1

(a,b,c,d,e,fHMeans in the same column followed by different letters differ significantly
(P<0.05).
Source: Adapted from Hakan et al. (2020)
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nusuazlulminmaunulunaiiane (regrowth) FedswalndivTunalusiuuazideleludisdsnad

Usuaulnawdes (Table 3)

Table 4. Effects of cultivar and cutting interval on CP concentration (% N x 4.43) of leaf and

stem of Napier hybrid cultivars.

Cutting interval Leaf Stem Whole plant

(calculated)

40 days 28.2+0.32 a - 28.2+0.32 a
60 days 13.8+0.26 b 5.2+0.32 9.5+0.29 b
80 days 8.8+0.26 4.3+0.26 6.6+0.24

Means + standard error followed by the same letter within columns are not different
(P>0.05).
Source: Wangchuk et al. (2015)
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