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6 300 =
o
RS
51 1 250 "
c
= 9o
O 4 1200 ®
S £
~ 3] r150 3
S 5
()]

T @)

21 1100
> Dashed Lines: Mn Concentrations )
Solid Lines: Millet Yields 7
1 tso .2
|_
c
0] L 1 0 =

P P + Gyp
Treatments

(McLean and Ssali, Soil Sci., 123:155-164, 1977)



s
¥ ]
e - T e e t
S S St
R

Corn (Subsoil Acidity)
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Corn (Surface and Subsurface Acidity)
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Corn (Sulfur Nutrition)
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Corn (Sulfur Nutrition)

Grain Yield (Mg/ha)
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(Khan et al., Commun. Soil Sci. PI. Anal., 37: 41-51, 2006)
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Corn (Sulfur Nutrition)
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Wheat (Sulfur Nutrition)
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Alfalfa (Sulfur Nutrition and Nematode Control)
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Alfalfa (Surface Acidity and Plant Nutrition)
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Forages (Subsoil Acidity)
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Forages (Soil Chemical/Physical Properties)
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Forages (Sulfur Nutrition)
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Corn Silage (Sulfur Nutrition)
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Forages (Soil Physical Properties)
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Forages (Chemical and Physical Properties)

m A study in Wisconsin using wallboard gypsum
(16 tons/acre) showed a positive trend for
Increased yield of alfalfa at three of four locations
(Wolkowski, Commun Soil Sci. Plant Anal.,
31:187-199, 2000)



Forageé (Su'bscl)il Acidity)

Achievements in management and utilization of
southern grasslands

CARL S. HOVELAND
J. Range Manage. 53:17-22 January 2000

Grasslands in the humid southern USA are utilized primarily for grazing on improved pastures,
most of which were developed since the 1930s and 1940s. Future areas of emphasis in
improvement of these grasslands may include: (a) greater use of grazing-tolerant grasses and
legumes; (b) stress-tolerant tall fescue with "friendly” non-toxic endophytes; (c) feed antidotes to
the toxins of endophyte-infected tall fescue; (d) use of herbicide-and pest-resistant biotechnology
genes in forage plants; (e) use of gypsum to alleviate subsoil acidity and improve rooting
depth of aluminum-sensitive forage cultivars; (f) greater use of computers in information
access and decision making by livestock producers; (g) greater use of forages for wildlife food;
(h) breeding of pasture plants with greater winter productivity; (i) development of a perennial
grass biomass energy industry for electrical generation and liquid fuel production.
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Forages (Subsoll Acidity)
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Forages (Sulfur Nutrition)
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Conclusions

m The scientific literature contains numerous examples of
corn grain yield and forage yield benefits associated with
use of gypsum.

m  Benefits for corn and forages seem to be mostly associated
with increased sulfur nutrition and reduced subsoil acidity.

m Treating sodic soils with gypsum increases productivity of
the soil for crop production.

m Benefits of gypsum use may persist for several years after
application to soll.

m [nappropriate use of high rates of gypsum can decrease
yield (due to nutrient imbalances).
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