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Abstract

With the growing concern of climate change, there is increasing pressure on the agricultural
industry toaltermanagement techniques to become more environmentally sustainable while still
maintainingproduction of quality crop yieldsThree commonly usechanagement techniques
mowing, irrigation, and fertilizatiorwere testean plant and soil characteristits determine the

best practices for managing land to be both productive and sustainaldesntlosuresvere
establishean a perennial cropping system in the interior of British ColumBiae enclosure/as
constructed on active cropland that was irrigated and fertilized. A second enclosure was located
on abandoned cropland which had not beagated or fertilized for over twenty years. Within the
active enclosure, different mowing heights were implementadying from zero to thirty
centimetrest five-centimetre intervals. Treatments were applied twice throughout both 2020 and
2021 growing sasonsMeasures oplant community dynamics, plant productivity, forage quality,

and soil properties were taken from within both enclosures throughout the duration of the study.
Results showed that each of these three management techniques effectegieantitvily and

soil carbon. Mowing height alterédragespecies composition, plant productivity, forage quality,

and soil properties. Use of a 10 cm cutting height produced highest levels of plant productivity and
soil carbon. The abandonment of irrigettiand fertilization was shown to cause unfavourable plant
community changes along with decreases in plant productivity, forage quality, and soil carbon.
These results provide insight on the use of these three management techniques within perennial
croppirg systems and their effects on levels of plant productivity and soil carbon. The implications
of this study allow producers throughout interior British Columbia to make informed decisions on

how to manage their land for optimum productivity and environaieistainability.
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Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION

For centuries, agriculture has been a necessity to feed the human population, allowing for the
modern expansion of civilization and economic growth (Federico 2009). Today, agriculture
continues to support humankind by providing sustenance, creating engpibgpportunities, and
contributing revenue to the global economy. While a necessity for human survival, agriculture also
has the reputation of causing environmental damage through such activities as land conversion and
contribution to pollution. In ordeor agriculture to remain relevant in a modern, environmentally
conscious world, the industry must find ways to reduce its environmental impacts. Focussing on
the impacts of agriculture, a latuge which occupies 49% of the globalfoee land surface (ld®

et al. 2020) has incredible potential to help combat anthropogenic contributions to the changing

climate, while continuing to produce quality products that nourish the global population.

The Importance of Agriculture in British Columbia

Agricultures an i mportant contri but or39.8bdlionAgnoasd ads e
domestic product and employing approximatelyillion people in2@0(Ov er vi ew of Can

Agriculture and Agrfood Sectof021). Across British Columbia (B.C.), over&dmillion hectares

of land are designated as agricultural land reserves (AE&E(ce & Company Consulting Ltd

2016). ALR are provincial zones in which the priority land use is agriculture. This jurisdiction

helps preserve land for agricultural use, resirg other land uses. These areas span throughout

the province (Figure 1.1), and even anhualygh t he
contribute $3.2 bil |l iHawking and TownsendcOolwn)t rayndds aerceo r
Abes tprofluo vy ITewmskrR0Z0).
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Figurel.1:Map of B.C. showing distribution of Agricultural Land Reserves (Provincial
Agricultural Land Commission 2014)

B.C. 6s geography is very diverse, containing
variety of agricltural sectors, ranging from fruit and vegetable production to meat and poultry

operations. Each sector has its own place in

Environmental Concerns Regarding Agriculture

While agriculture is important forthei vel i hoods of British Col umb
there remains concern regarding the effects of agricultural activities on the environment. It is well
documented the negative impacts agriculture can have on natural ecosystems (Steinfeld et al.
2006) The industry has been strongly critiqued for destruction of habitat through land conversion,
pollution of groundwater through leaching of fertilizers and pesticides (Arroita et al. 2013;

Adejumobi et al. 2016), and contribution to greenhouse gas (GHiS$iems through the release



of carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxi@esenhous&ases andgriculture2020). Amidst
these detriments, the agricultural industry is very reliant upon environmental conditions for
successful production and the changitignate is expected teffect agricultural production both

environmentally and economically.

Environmentally, climatic regimes are expected to shift to prolonged periods of drought, ultimately
affecting forage and crop production (Cox et al. 2015). Ecacadly, producers will face higher

costs for necessary purchases, including fertilizers, seed, and feed, as production of these goods is
also affected by the shifting climate (Harrower et al. 2012). As potential for production decreases
and price of operain increases, agriculturalists are facing financial hardships while trying to keep

their businesses viable. However, the need for agricultural products is only expected to grow as
the worl doés human popul ation and fteab2007de mand
Agricultural producers are now facing contradictory situations. At a time when crop production is

low, and costs of operation are high, higher levels of production are required.

With the growing human population, impeding threats of climassage, and rising environmental

concerns, there is increasing pressure on the agricultural industry to become more environmentally
sustainable while continuing to maintain production. Not only will this industry have to change its
management techniquesreduce environmental impacts, but practices must also become better
adapted to the changing climates, both environmental and economic (Howden et al. 2007). Land
must be managed to maintain productivity and promote sustainability in the midst of thmg shifti

climate to ensure continuous revenue, allowing agriculturalists to continue contributing to the
provinceds economy (Harrower et al . 2012) . Tl
agricultural management practices to provide both environmentat@mbmic benefits, while
producing crops that are resilient to climate

and economy(limate Action for Agriculture2020).

Forage Production in British Columbia

In B.C., forage productionisamajse of agricul tur al l and, with
being used to produce forageetence & Company Consulting L2916). This large span of land

plays a role in supporting the economies of rural communities, climate change mitigation and



adaptao n and sustains the pr ovi nkeedcs & Goepahy, she

Consulting Ltd2016). Forage crops across B.C. include a wide range of both annual and perennial
species Forage2020). Compared to annual cropping systems, utilizing ranpél cropping

system can be advantageous for the sustainability of agricultural land. A perennial cropping system
eliminates the need for annual tilling and seeding and allows for the land to store biomass in
unharvestedhootand root material, redu@nGHG emissions and increasing levels of carbon
sequestration (Ledo et al. 2020). The great area of the province covered by perennial forage crops,
and their potential to help combat GHG emissions, makes proper management of these landscapes
crucial for eonomic stability, environmental sustainability, and the continuation of the livestock

industries of B.C.

Agricultural Management Practices

Agricultural management practices refer to methods used in agriculture in order to produce better
agricultural prodcts @Agrotechnology2020). Management techniques could range from fertilizing

a field for increased crop production or inoculating a cattle herd for protection from a virus.
Typically, the common goal of these techniques is to increase production. \gsiogltaral
management techniques to increase production of perennial forage crops not only provides more
feed for livestock, but also gives producers the opportunity to combat their GHG emissions by
sequestering atmospheric carbon within the soil andaint pnaterial (Conant et al. 2001). The
amount of soil organic matter and vegetation present on agricultural land is positively correlated
with the amount of carbon sequestration occurrf@geénhouséases and\griculture2020). If
producers change managent practices to increase production, they are also increasing the
amount of carbon dioxide being captured from the atmosphere by their crops, teefmtentially

turn their agricultural land into a carbon sink (Conant et al. 2001).

Several agricultxal management practices that are commonly utilized in agricultural operations
and can be used to increase yield and rates of carbon sequestration include mowing (Turner et al.
1993; Maron and Jefferies 2001; Zhao et al. 2008; Bernfriidtermann et al. 24; Ziter and
Macdougall 2013; Wang et al. 2014; Wan et al. 2016; Yang et al. 2020), irrigation (Conant et al.
2001; Arroita et al. 2013; Adejumobi et al. 2016; Mdller et al. 2016; Alavaisha et al. 2019; Li et



al. 2019),and fertilization (Conant et al. Zi; BernhardRomermann et al. 2011; Ziter and
Macdougall 2013; Miller et al. 2016)

Mowing

In agricultural practices, mowing is typically used to harvest forage crops so they can be stored as
winter feed for livestock. For areas with harsh winter clesasuch as much of interior and
northern BC., this practice is a necessity for most livestock producers in order to feed their herds
(Jungnitsch et al. 2@). While mowing is essential for many operations, it also has potential as a
management technigaad can be used to alter biomass production and species composition (Wan
et al. 2016). Mowing has the ability to affect plant production through the mechanism of
compensatory growth, in which plants compensate for defoliation through the production of new
roots and shootdcNaughton 1983Huhta et al. 2013). Mowing has been shown to stimulate this
mechanism, and thus can be used to increase plant production (Turner et al. 1993; Zhao et al. 2008;
Ziter and Macdougall 2013; Wang et al. 2014; Wan et al. 20469 et al. 2020). This increase

in productivity has potential to increase soil organic matter (Conant et al. 2001). While variables
such as nutrient availability and individual plant species can determine levels of compensatory
growth, the factors of nwing time, mowing height, and mowing frequency can also have an

impact on how crops respond to the process of defoliation (Wan et al. 2016).

The ability of mowing to alter levels of plant productivity and soil carbon and its frequent use in
forageoperations across the province make it a valuable tool in managing agricultural land. Better
understanding the management implications of this technique will allow mowing to be best applied

for productivity and sustainability.

Irrigation

Irrigation is aother commonly used technique in agricultural operations. In dryer climates,
irrigation is essential to provide sufficient moisture for crop growth. Due to the short, dry growing
season of the CaribeBhilcotin regionof B.C. a lot of ALR land is utilizd as irrigated fields,

with 14% of all crop area in this region being irrigatédrénce & Company Consulting LRD16).

Ranchers rely on irrigatioto produce enough forage throughout the short growing season to feed



their livestock throughout the long winters. Like mowing, irrigation also has potential to be used
as a management technique. Studies have shown that irrigation is capable of increasing carbon
sequestration through increased plant productivity (Conaht2@il; Arroita et al. 2013) and by
facilitating the faster breakdown of organic material (Arroita et al. 2013). Irrigation can also add
other benefits to the soil, such as improving soil fertility (Alavaisha et al. 2019) and microbial
activity (Arroita @ al. 2013), both of which are important for plant production and carbon storage.
However, if not managed properly, irrigation can also have negative impacts on the landscape
including increased runff, leaching of pesticides and fertilizers, and pollatmf groundwater
(Arroita et al. 2013; Adejumobi et al. 2016). The effects of irrigation on agricultural hay dields

still lacking researchTo better understand the effects of irrigation on both crop yield and the
chemical and physical properties otthoil, further research needs to be performed so proper

management techniques can be implemented.

Fertilization

Fertilization, either organic or inorganic, is frequently used in the agricultural industry to enhance
crop yields. This process typicallgdludes adding various nutrients to the soil to increase plant
production (Han et al. 2014). Similar to other management techniques that increase plant
productivity, fertilization also can increase the amount of soil carbon storage occurring on a
landscap€Conant et al. 2001; Ziter and Macdougall 2013). Fertilization also raises environmental
concern as it has the potential for nitrogen leaching and contribution to GHG emissions through
the release of nitrous oxide (Qian et al. 2003). Fertilization is artyn@an annual occurrence and

can cost ranchersver $20,000square kilometreto maintain the productivity of their land
(Appendix A, Figure A.1). If used and applied properly, fertilization can maximize benefits while
reducing environmental impacts. Stuaty the effects of fertilization will allow for a better
understand of its interaction with plant and soil communities and help provide information to

weigh the costs and benefits of fertilizer application.



Thesis Research Objectives

This study examed the use of different agricultural management technigueswing, irrigation,

and fertilization i and their ability toimprove the productivity and sustainability of perennial
forage crops on a hay field near Alexis Creek, B.C. To achieve this,-gelavdield study was
conducted with the objectives of; 1) investigating the effects of mowing height on forage
production and soitharacteristicsand 2) examininglant and soil response to abandonment of
irrigation and fertilization The results of thisthesis contribut@ information that allow
agricultural producers across the province to make-wiglrmed decisions on how to manage

their land to become more productive and environmentally sustainable.
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Chapter 2 - THE EFFECTS OF MOWING HEIGHT ON PLANT
PRODUCTIVITY AND SOIL CHARACTERISTI CS OF PERENNIAL
CROPPING SYSTEMS

INTRODUCTION

Foragecropp ccupy 75% of British ColFerenod &CmpalyB. C. )
ConsultingLtd 2016. These crops are used to feed various forms of livestock throughout the year,
either through grazing in the summer months or through production of hay agel teilbe used

for winter feed. The production of winter feed is important in B.C. to provide sustenance to animals
throughout the winter when foraging and grazing is unavailable due to lack of plant growth and
increased snow cover (Jungnitsch et al.800herefore, successful production of forage crops is

a necessity for the continuation of the livestock industry within B.C. While general management

of forage crops across the province may vary between practioggng is a common technique

amongst mosbperations.

Mowing is the practice of harvesting aboveground biomass (Yang et al. 2020), typically for the
production of winter feed. Along with producing agricultural products, mowing also has potential
to alter plant productivity, plant diversity, andeatually, soil characteristics. These variables can

all be affected through differing mowing intensities, which incorporates mowing height,
frequency, and timing (Yang et al. 2020, Wan et al. 2016, Han et al. 2014, Wang et al. 2014, L
et el. 2012, Zhaotal. 2008, Maron and Jefferies 2001, Turner et al. 1993).

Plant productivity is thought to be stimulated by mowing through the mechanism of compensatory
growth McNaughton 1983Huhta et al. 2003)Compensatory growth is defined as a growth
response thaillows for a plant to counteract the tissue lost to defoliation through the production

of new plant materiaMcNaughton 1988De f ol i ati on represents a mas
ability to photosynthesize as a large amount of leaf area is rembhedoal of compensatory
growth is to r et ur ndefoliaten cpndisonst thus nufriennatidcatianms t o |
shifted to produce new plant material to increase photosynthetic cafidcijyaughton 1983

Briske and Richards 1995)his responses thought to be due to high levels of cytokinins, which

are plant hormones within root systems firamote cell divisionNlcNaughton 1988 Defoliation
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increases the root to shoot ratio, and thus also increases concentratiooimihsytvithin a plant

These hormones are allocated to remaining aboveground plant tissue where they stimulate cell
division and allow for plant regrowth following defoliatigiVicNaughton 1983 Briske and
Richards 1995) Praduction of a compensatory growth response is depgngmnmany factors
includingthe amount of photosynthetic material remaining after defoliation, levels of carbohydrate
reserves within rooting systems, phenological stage at time of defoliation, and resource availability
following defoliation McNaughta 1983 Briske and Richards 1995). Because of the dependence

of compensatory growth on all these factdesjels of this mechanismary with defoliation

intensity and timingspecies composition, and environmental conditions.

Increased compensatory growth is favourable for both producers and the environment; increased
shoot production yields more aboveground biomass for forage, while increased root production
adds more carbon to the soil (Ferraro and Oesterheld 2002). Thiosghechanism, increased

plant productivity has potential to increase the carbon stocks of agriculturalllzer@fore, he

ability of mowing to influence carbon sequestration makes it a possible way to help mitigate
climate change and environmental imggacaused by agriculture (Ferraro and Oesterheld 2002).
However, while a commonly utilized practice, the exact response of plants to mowing is still not

well understood (Yang et al. 2020).

Previous studies have investigated mowing intensity as a detegtadtor in how plants respond

to this practice. A high mowing intensity often refers to a low cutting height or high frequency of
cuts. On the other end of the spectrum, low mowing intensity involves a higher cutting height or
lower frequency of cuts. Wsy a high mowing intensity has been shown to decrease levels of
compensatory growth, and therefore plant productivity (Yang et al. 2020, Wan et al. 2016, Zhao
et al. 2008). Low cutting heights remove all aboveground biomass, which can increase bare ground
exposure and reduce the amount of nutrient return to the soil (Yang et al. 2020, Han et al. 2014),
resulting in unfavourable conditions for both plant and soil communities. High intensity mowing
can also cause increased levels of defoliation that somesplay not be able to recover from,
threatening species richness and biodiversity (Talle et al. 2014). Low intensity mowing has also
been shown to cause changes in the plant community. Zhao et al. (2008) found that using a higher

cutting height caused lesdamage to plants, leaving adequate resources for them to produce
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compensatory growthlhrough defoliation of dominant species, mowing can reduce levels of
competition, resulting in growth of less competitive plant species and increases in biodiversity
(Grime 1977), with maximum diversity occurring at levels of moderate defoliation (Grime .1973)
Using ahigher cutting height does not reduce competitiompared to lower cutting heighesd

thus does not favour increases in biodiversity (Wan et al. 20E6G)thermore, leaving a high
stubble heighimay eventuallylead todecreased lonrterm regrowth through buitdp of plant

litter, and thus decreased biomass production (Wan et al. 2016). These studies showed that mowing
intensities that are either too higit too low can both have negative impacts on the plant
communities of agricultural lan@nd that there is a relationship between level of defoliation and
resulting changes iplant productivity and community diversity (Grime 197&rime 1977
McNaughton1983).

While mowing has been shown #&ffect plant productivity and community dynamics, thare
knowledge gaps regarditngw agricultural land responds to mowing (Yang et al. 2020). A serious
lack of understanding exists when considering the responge &foil community to mowing.

Many studies choose to focus on the aboveground responses of mowing, as plants usually respond
quickly to disturbance. However, more focissneededon the longterm response of soil to
mowing to determine the ideal mowingaptice (Yang et al. 2020). Levels of soil carbon and
nutrients both correlate with levels of carbon sequestration and plant productivity (Conant et al.
2001). Understanding how different mowing intensities affect these soil qualities will allow

producersa use this practice to increase both the productivity and sustainability of their crop land.

Regardless of mowing intensity, how a crop will respond to mowing is also greatly dependent on
climate, previous management history, and crop type. Climatedinglmean annual temperature

and precipitation, can impact plant response to mowing. For example, dpyogbtareas may be

less resilient to mowing than areas where moisture is not a limiting factor (Zhao et al. 2008).
Management history also plays ag@hen deciding upon mowing regimes. Areas that have been
historically fertilized will show higher productivity and thus will be able to withstand higher
mowing intensities (BernhardROGmermann et al. 2011). Lastly, plant response to mowing is crop

specifc. Some species show great differences in their ability to produce compensatory growth.
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Responses could range anywhere from immediate death to increased production (Huhta et al.
2003).

When considering forage crops throughout B.C., there is limitedniaftion on response to
mowing. Many previous studies focus on species that are not native to Canada and reside in
continents whose climates are quite dissimilar fid8r@. Because forage crops are repeatedly
mowed for harvest, understanding the respondeexfe crops to mowing remains an important
management implication. Using proper mowing practices to achieve optimum plant productivity
allow producers a way to increase their yields while also mitigating emissions through inputs to
soil carbon and carbomreguestration (Conant et al. 2001). Understambow forage crops of B.C.
respond to mowing will provide information on how to manage agricultural land for increased

productivity andenvironmentasustainability.

This chaptersummarizes the results ofialfl experiment that tested the effects of mowing on the
plant and soil characteristics of a perennial cropping system in the interior of B.C. This experiment
answered the questions of how do varying mowing heights affect 1) plant community diversity
andforage speciesomposition, 2) aboveground and belowground plant productiibughthe
mechanism otompensatory growil8) forage quality, and 4¢vels ofsoil carbon and nutrients

of a perennial cropping systemi¥ith respect to the second questidnwas hypothesized that
maximal compensatory growth would be seen within the moderate mowing treatrighits(
and<20 cm), as these heights stimulate the compensatory growth mechanism explained above,
while preserving already presegftotosynthetic material. This hypothesis is supported by previous
literature which examined how compensatory growth varies with cutting h&ighg (et al. 2020

Wan et al. 2016Wang et al. 2014Zhao et al. 2008Huhta et al. 2003Turner et al. 1993

MATERIALS & METHODS
Field Study Design

Studysite

In April of 2020, a research site was established on Newton Ranch, located approximately 136

kilometres west of Williams Lake, British Columbia. Newton Ranch is a -360€ beef cattle



15

operation, witlB00 acres of land being used as irrigated cropland. The study site is located within

an IDFxm biogeoclimatic zone, which contains forested regions at higher elevations, and
grasslands at lower elevations in valley bottoms (Steen and Coupe 2002). Tartypsolecated

just west of the Chil ko and Chilcotin Riversb©o
of interior douglas fir Pseudotsuga menzigsiito fields of bluebunch wheatgrass
(Pseudoroegneria spicatarlhis area receives approximate834mm of annual precipitation, has

an average annual temperature of 4.0° C (Moore et al. 2010), and an elevation of 777 m.

The research site was constructed on one of the fields used for crop production (lat. 52.08252° N,
long. 123.52085° W). Historicgll this field has been excluded from cattle grazing and is
biannually mowed to harvest plant material. In 2009, the field was tilled and seeded with a
perennial forage blend with an application rat2 bhiBkg/ha Refer to Table 2.1 for a list of seeded
species and their relative composition of the seed mix. Irrigatiamndelivered to the study area

by a centre pivot sprinkler system which typically runs annually from May to September. The
irrigated croplandvas fertilized in May similar to previous yearsvith an inorganic fertilizer
composed of 50% nitrogen, 20% phosphorus, 20% potash, and 10% sulphur, with an application
rate 0f214.6 kgha(see Appendix A, Figure A.1).

Table2.1:Speciecomposition of forage blend seeded on field site in 2009.

Seeded species Composition (%)
Climax timothy Phleum pratenge 25%
Altaswede Red CloveiTtifolium pratensg 25%
Leader Alfalfa Medicago sativa 50%

Experimentabtesign

In April of 2020, a study enclosure was mapped out on irrigated, perennial cropland at the research
site. The enclosure measured approximately 10 m x 100 m and was divided into six blocks,
representing six replicates. Each block was organized into 2 m plats, including 1 m buffer

strips between plots (see Figure 2.1). The four corners of each plot were marked with irrigation

flags.
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2m 3m 2m

2m

I m Treatment Plot
Buffer Strip

Figure2.1:Experimental plot layout within study block.

Each 2 m x 2n plot was assigned an experimental treatment. Each study block consisted of one
of each treatment listed in Table 2.2. Treatments were randomly assigned to plots to create a

randomized block design.

Table2.2: Experimental treatments and corresponding codes for field study.

Code Treatment Type
MO Mowed at O cm
M5 Mowed at 5 cm
M10 Mowed at 10 cm
M15 Mowed at 15 cm
M20 Mowed at 20 cm
M25 Mowed at 25 cm
M30 Mowed at 30 cm

Control Not mowed
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Following fertilizer application, the enclosure was fenced with 2 m high electric fencing to exclude
grazing from ungulates throughout the duration of the study. See Figure 2.2 for completed

experimental setip. For a detailed map dield site, see Appendix D.

ma n

Figure.: omplted expemenal owing pIt esign0|rr|gatd ckopland.

Sitemonitoring

Biweekly site monitoring occurred in 2020 from May to October an@212rom April to August.

This involved taking soil moisture readings using a FieldScout 3WRsoil moisture probe within

each plot throughout the study enclosure. Soil moisture reaawege produced through time
domain reflectometry (TDR) analere given as volumetric water content (VWC) (%yhich is a

ratio of water volume within a given volume of soil to total soil volume (Spectrum Technologies
2009. TDRis a quick and accurate method of determining VWC which involves the insertion of
stainlesssteelrods below the soil surface. The probe generates and senses the return of an energy
signal between the two rods. The speed of this signal is dependentatéheontent of the saill,

with moremoist soils showing higher speed#is relationship allowshetiming of the éectrical

signal to be converted to VWC (Spectrum Technologi@89. Site monitoring also included

biweekly mowing of the buffer strips between plots to ensure plot perimeters were kept visible.
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This mowing was cared out using a Husqvarna 160cen3l Push Lawn Mower. During site

monitoring, photos were taken of each individual pdatcord growth stages of vegetation.

Weathemonitoring

In May 2020, a HOBO weather station equipped with a rain gauge, air tempesansor, wind

speed and direction sensor, and USB Micro Station was installed on the perimeter of the research
site, away from the reach of the irrigation system. From May to October 2020 and April to August
2021, precipitation and air temperature datxe collected. Data wre exported from the USB

Micro Station biweekly during the recording intervals. From this data, average values of

precipitation and temperature were calculated for each study year.

Irrigation monitoring

From May to September thrghout both study years, irrigation was applied to the study enclosure
by a centre pivot sprinkler system. To estimate levels of irrigation, a logbook was kept recording
the duration and speed the sprinkler system was running. Using this data, along wétintiated
output of the pivot (see Appendix B, Figure B.1), an approximate amount of irrigation applied was
able to be calculated for each study year. See Appendix B for calculations of average irrigation

applied throughout growing seasons.

Experimentatreatments

For this study, mowing intensity was defined by the function of mowing height. Experimental
treatments (shown in Table 2.2) included mowing heights of 0 cm, 5 cm, 10 cm, 15 cm, 20 cm, 25
cm, 30 cm, and a control treatment. Mowing treatments frere forward will be referred to using

the codes listed in Table 2.2. Study plots that were assigned the control treatment were not mowed

for the duration of the study. Mowing treatments were applied to plots three times throughout the

study, with afinh harvest occurring at the studyods en

dates.

(
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Table2.3: Type and date of harvest performed throughout study duration.

Harvest Type Date of Harvest
Treatment Application June 24th, 2020
Treatment Application August 26th, 2020
Treatment Application June 23rd, 2021

Final Harvest August 24th, 2021

Mowing treatments were applied using a New Holland 411 discbine mower pulled behind 1974
Case 870 tractor. A large bag was attached to the deflector panels of the mower to capture all cut
biomass (see Figure 2.3). For each mowing treatment, the deckrobtter was lowered to the
appropriate height. Heights were manually measured using rulers which had been cut to match the
treatment heightsviO plots were then mowed on the lowest setting of a Husqvarna 16@et 3

Push Lawn Mower to ensure the vegetativas taken down to the lowest height possible
(approximately 2 cm). Cut biomass was emptied from the bag in an area outside of the study
enclosure. Any cut biomass that had not been collected was manually raked and removed from the
study enclosure. After awing, vegetation height within each plot was measured to ensure it had
been cut at the proper height. If there were any discrepancies, adjustments were made manually

using garden shears.
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Figure2.3: Tractor and mower, fit with collection bg, iplmenting the mowing treatments in
the study enclosure in June 2021.

Data Collection and Analysis

Abovegroundegetationrassessment

Before each mowing event, height meaments, vegetation surveys, and biomass samples were
collected from each study plot. Height measurements were collected from nine points within each

plot (see Figure 2A), recording plant species along with the distance from the base to tallest point

ofthe plant. The tallest plantés height and spe
surveys were performed using a 0.25quadrat framgrecording species present and estimating
absolute percent cover. Surveys were performed in each plot erndemly determined locations

out of nine possible survey locations (see FigudBR.From these surveys, ShanrAdfeiner

diversity (see Equation 13and species richness were determined. Species richness gives the
simplest measure of diversity, whitee ShannoAWeinerindexfactosi n t he evenness o
distribution. Usingboth diversity metrics provides more insight into plant community dynamics

than considering one measure of diversity alone (Morris et al. 2014).
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Figure2.4: Experimental plot showing where A) vegetation height measurements, and B)
vegetation surveys were performed.

Equation 1:

Y e € € @'QQEQE Q Dw n g Q

Aboveground biomass samples were taken from the same & @%andrat areas where vegetation
surveys had been collectd&@lomass samples were collected at the corresponding treatment height
for each study plot. At June and August 2020 and June 2021 sampling events, biomass samples
were not taken within control plotén August 2021, after biomass samples were collected at
treatment height, all remaining biomass was collected, including within control plots, at a height
of 0 cm to allow for a final comparison of cumulative aboveground biomass production between
treatnents. Once collected, biomass samples were placed in paper bags and dried for 48 hours at
65 °C in a Yamato DKN812 drying oven after which they were weighed using a Fisher Scientific
accuSeries 4102 tdpading scale to determine total dry sample weighinGlative biomass for

each mowing treatment was determined by adding together the biomass values from all four

sampling eventlsted in Table 2.3.

Plant regrowth after mowing was estimated using height measurement data. To estimate the

amount of regrowthiwo-months after mowing, the treatment height was subtracted from the
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August height measurements across mowing treatments. The change in plant height two months
after being cut to treatment height was used as a predictor of regrowth after applicatovireg m
treatments. For control plots, twoonth regrowth response was estimated by subtracting the June
height measurements from August height measurements. Any estimations that were calculated to

be negative values wer e cthhaén giesd ntoot zpeorsos,i balse .6

Belowgroundproductivity

In September 2020 and August 2021, root biomass samples were taken to assess belowground
biomass production. Two 10 émwolumes of soil from the top 10 cm of soil were taken from each
study plot. Sampling occred within the inner 1 fof the plot, with samples being taken in two

of the corners in 2020 and the other two corners in 2021 (see Figu@ithensions of the sample

were measured with a ruler and trimmed to the appropriate size using a soiskrifeid BA).

Whole samples were then dried for 48 hours at 65 °C in a Yamato DKN812 drying oven. Once
dried, samples were passed through a 2 mm sieve to remove the soil from the roots. The remaining
roots were then washed using a spray nozzle to rentwessudirt (see Fig.&B). Washed roots

were then dried for another 48 hours at 65 °C and then weighed to determine their final dry sample
weight (see Fig.BC)

Figur2.5: Location of root biomass apling within stdy plot.
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Figure2.6: Method of root biomass collection: A) Field sample collection; B) Washing roots to
remove dirt; CWeighing washed and dried roots for final sample weight.

Foragequality analysis

Subsamples of dried biomass samples for MO and M30 treatments from June 2020, August 2020,
and June 2021 were sent to Fraser Analytical Services in AbbotBf@dwhere rarinfrared

(NIR) analysis was completed to determine forage quality. Results on forage analyses were given
in values of percent of dry matter (% DM). The variables chosen to represent forage quality in this
study were crude protein, soluble protein, atgdergent fibre (ADF), lignin, and total digestible
nutrients (TDN). These five metrics were chosen as they are all good indicators of and are
frequently used to describe forage quality (Ball et al. 2@2hroeder 2006), they were also all

includedinFaser Analytical s basic NIR package.

Final soil sampling

In August of 2021, following the final harvest, soil samples were taken. Soil samples were taken

from the 2021 root biomass sample locations at depthsléfd@n and 180 cm. Soil from the

two sanpling locations were combined according to depth, resulting in one sample per depth for

each study plot. Soil samples were analyzed for levels of soil organic matter, total carbon, and total

nitrogen.

Soilorganic matter

To determine levels of soil organic matter, fresh soil was used. Soil was first dried for sixteen
hours at 105 °C in a Yamato DKN812 drying oven. The dried soil was then weighed to determine
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dry soil weight. Samples were then burned at 500 °C in a Bath$tezrmolyne 62700 furnace

for five hours after which they were weighed for a second time. Levels of soil organic matter
(SOM) were reported as a percentage of total soil volume (% SOM), calculated for each sample
using Equation 8Gavlak et al. 2005).

Equation 3:

o p MWL Q& W@ "QQHTe "Q'Qa Qi 'QQQ
P "YU U wp T

p 0 QF G@Q0 n

Soilcarbon andnitrogen

Subsamples of soil samples weredhtied until they were constant weight and then passed through

a 2 mm sieve. Three repliestof each dried, sieved sample, weighing between 10 to 15 mg, were
folded into aluminum capsules. Prepared samples were then analyzed for levels of total carbon and
total nitrogen using a ThermoScientific FlashSmart Elemental Analy@awvlak et al. 2005
ThermoScientific 2017)

Statisticalanalyses

All statistical analyses and figures were produced using R for Statistical Computing, version
1.4.1103 AWax Begoniao (R Core Team 2021). I n
Plant diversity,forage species compositioproductivity, forage quality, and soil characteristic

responsewerecompared between mowing treatmeamgig mixeceffectmodels r om t he Al me

package. Al model s included block as a rand:¢
performed on all model s using the fiemmeanso p
RESULTS

Weatherjrrigation, andsoil moisturedata

A summary of collected weather, irrigatioand soil moisture data is displayed in Figurg 2.
Values are averaged for each month of the growing season, starting in May, and ending at the date
of treatment application in August of each study year. Average temperature for each recorded

month was sen to be higher in 2021 than in 2020 (FigurdA2. The maximum temperatures
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recorded for each study year were 35.05 °C on August 16th, 2020 and 41.56 °C on June 29, 2021.
Total rainfall measured by the weather station (Figur®)2was consistentlyhighe in 2020
compared t@021, with 2021seeing less than 0.05 mm of rainfall each month. Figuk@ 2hows

the approximate irrigation applied by the sprinkler system each month. In total, similar amounts
of irrigation were applied within each study year, thd timing of application vardée In 2020,

highest levels of irrigationvere seen in June, with lower levels being applied throughout the
remainder of the season. 2024dhighest levels of irrigation occurring in August. Soil moisture
readings were genalty higher in 2020 than in 2021 (FigurerR). In May of 2020, VWQOwas

35.02 % with values gradugpldecreamg over timeto reach 24.95 % in August. 2021 showed
VWC values of 16.69 % in May, gradlialncreasing to 27.44 % in August.

2020 saw loweaverage temperatures and higher amounts of rainfall, causing higher soil moisture
throughout the season. Rainfall was highest in August, resulting in less need for irrigation
application later in the summer. 2021 was a much hotter and drier year, refjighrgamounts

of irrigation earlier in the season, and overall lower soil moisture values.
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Figure2.7: Summary of A) Average temperature, B) Total rainfall, C) Approximate irrigation
applied, and D) Avexge soil moisture for the study enclosure May to treatment application in
August throughout 2020 and 2021.
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Plant communitgiversityandforage speciesomposition

Measures of plant diversity were compared across mowing treatments between Jubef2é20,
application of treatments, and August 2021, after three applications of treatments (F8yure 2.
Si mpsonbés Diversity is not included in this
-Weiner Diversity index.Prior to application of reatments in June 2020 (FigureBR), no
significant differences were found across study plotsShannoAWeiner diversity and species
richness In August 2021 (Figure 2B), there were no significant difference across mowing
treatments for Shannéieinerdiversity(F = 1.35, p < 0.05). When comparing between June 2020
and August 2021 fathis measure of diversity, it appedteere is less variation in diversity after
three applications of the mowing treatments. Species richness in August 2021 shovadysimil
between most treatments, except for MO which had significantly lower richness than M15 (F =
2.62, p = 0.0064).
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Figure2.8: Values of ShannekVeiner diversity and species richness across treatmerssiplo
A) June 2020 prior to application of mowing treatments; and B) August 2021 after three
applications of mowing treatmentsyor bars represent 95% confidence intenaggjificant
differences are denoted by different lowercase letterdeterminetly posthoc Tukey test
following ANOVA (p<0.05, n=12).
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The plant community wasurveyedor composition of seedddragespecies found across mowing
treatments throughout the duration of the stuelgure 29 shows a visual representation of the
differences in cover seen for the three forage species at the different surveyDisgesptive
statistics were used to describe this figuimeboth study years, across all treatments, therea
reduction in absolute cover &. pratensdrom the surveys taken praow in June to surveys
recorded in August. Between June and August survey dates, the average déveraiénse
reduced 11.45% and 19.22% in 2020 and 2021, respectiiddy. three treatment applications
(August 2021, Figur@.10D), the cover oM. sativahad increased within the lower mowing
treatmentsin August 2021 MO plots had an averadé. sativacover of 51.67%, while control

plots contained an average of 23.3B6sativacover.
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Figure2.9:Average asolute percent cover of seededagespecies across mowing treatments
recorded in A) June 2020, B) August 2020, C) June 2021, and D) August(8G212).
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To further examine differences in forage species cover, statistamparisons were made.
Average absolute species cover recorded for each forage species was compared at each survey date
taken aftemowing treatmentbad been applied (August 2020, June 2021, and August 2021). No
significant differences were found atyasurveydatefor cover of T. pratensebetween mowing
treatments. Significant differences were seen at various survey dates for average absolute cover of
P. pratenseand M. sativa. See Table 2.4 for a list of comparisons that showed significant
differences In combination with the descriptive statistics described above for Figiemn@.the

statistical differences seen in Table 2.4, results sh®wvedatenseover decreased after mowing,

with lower cutting heights producing the biggest cover reductiorsiMa sativacover increased

after mowing, specifically at lower cutting heights.

Table2.4: Summary table diorage species cover comparisons between mowing treatments at
different survey dateshowing Fvalue from ANOVA and pvalue from Tukey HSD posdtoc
analysegn=12)

Timing Species Treatment F Value P Value
Comparison

M. sativa M107T M20 2.11 0.0353

August 2020 M5171 C 0.0012

P. pratense M107T C 4.00 0.0012

M2071 C 0.0103

June 2021 MOi C 0.0112

M57T C <0.0001

P. pratense M107 C 7.717 <0.0001

M157i C 0.0055

M2071 C 0.0001

M25i1 C 0.0013

M30i C 0.0002

August 2021 MO'i M15 0.0081

MO 1T M20 0.0088

MO M25 0.0120

P. pratense MO i M30 8.413 0.0062

MOT C <0.0001

M5i C <0.0001

M107i C 0.0002

M2571 C 0.0456
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Prior to each treatment application, photopoumése taken within each study plot to assess plant
growth stage. Figures 2through 2.8 show an irrigated study plot before treatment application
in June and August of both 2020 and 2021. The photos takdreptenent application in June
(Figure 2.0 and 2.12) showed P. pratensewasin its flowering stage, with large seed heads
apparent within the plot arell. sativawasalso shown to be in its budding to early flowering
stage. In the August photopoints (Figurel2ahd 2.B), the cropswvere observably more mature
than they were at the June harvest event, withfleteering T. pratenseandM. sativaabundant

throughout e plot.
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i AR,
Figure2.10: Photopoint of study plot prior to treatment application in June 2020, red circles

show examples of flowerinB. pratenseyellow circles show examples of budding lmwiering

M. sativa

\ SN,

Figure2.1: hotopoin study plot prfcir to treatment application in August 2020, orange
circles show examples of lalewering T. pratensgblack circles show examples of late
flowering or seed stagd. sativa

A A g
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Flgure2 12 Photopomt of study plot prlor to treatment appllcatlon in June 2021 red circles
show examples of flowerinB. pratenseyellow circles show examples of budding or flowering
M. sativa

S o e s A
Flgure2 13 Photopomt of study plot prior to treatment appllcatlon in August 2021 the orange

circle shows an example of lalewering T. pratensethe black circle shows an example of late
flowering or seed stagd. sativa
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Abovegrounglant productivity

Mowing treatments showed significant differences in aboveground biomass collection in June
(F=28.89, p <0.05: Figure 24A) and August 2020 (F=19.74, p < 0.05: Figure4BJ)l For both
sampling events, aboveground biomass decreased as twtiying increased, with highest levels

of aboveground biomass seen at the lower cutting treatments of MO, M5 and M10. Similar trends
were seen in 2021 for biomass collection in June (F=27.64, p < 0.05: Fighfg arid August
(F=12.79, p < 0.05: Figure I5B). In August of both sampling years, aboveground biomass
collected from M10 treatment plots, though not significant, was slightly higher than the lower
cutting treatments MO and M5. For all collections of aboveground biomass, mowing treatments
can genally be grouped by similar yield into low (MO, M5 and M10), moderate (M15 and M20),
and high (M25 and M30) cutting height categories.
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Figure2.14: Biomass samples collected across mowing treatments in A) June 2020; and B)
August 2020, comparisons made within mon#rsor bars represent 95% confidence intervals,
significant differences denoted by different lowercase letterdetermined by pekioc Tukey

test following ANOVA (p<0.05, n=12).
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Figure2.15: Biomass samples collected across mowing treatments in A) June 2021; and B)
August 2021, comparisons made within mon#rsor bars represent 95%rdidence intervals,
significant differences denoted by different lowercase letteidetermined by pesbc Tukey

test following ANOVA (p<0.05, n=12).

Significant differences were shown when comparing cumulative biomass harvested during the
study durabn across mowing treatments (F=30.45, p<0.05: Figurg).2Qumulative biomass

was shown to be highest at the low cutting heights, decreasing as cutting height increased. The
group of low mowing treatments produced significantly more biomass than alltahenents.

When looking at the group of low mowing treatments, M10, though not significant, produced
slightly higher levels of cumulative biomass than MO and M5. Lowest amounts of cumulative

biomass were seen in control plots.
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Figure2.16: Cumulative biomass harvested across mowing treatments from June 2020 to August
2021,including final harvest to O cnerror bars represent 95% confidence intenatmificant
differences are denoted Hdyfferent lowercase lettess determined by pelbc Tukey test
following ANOVA (p<0.05, n=12).

Height measurements and twwonth regrowth response

In June 2020, prior to application of mowing treatments, no differences in plant height were found
acros study plots (F=2.15, p < 0.05: Figure7ZA). In August 2020, two months after the first
application of mowing treatments, significant differences were shown in shoot height across
treatments (F=7.064, p < 0.05: FiguréB®). The MO plots showed the loataverage plant height,

and were significantly shorter than M10, M20, M25, and control plots. Control plots showed the
highest average plant height of all treatments. A better estimation of productivity differences
between treatments is given when lookatghe twemonth regrowth response, from treatment
application in June to p#eeatment measurements in August (Figure7@)1 Significant
differences are exhibited for tarmonth regrowth response across mowing treatments (F=34.68, p
< 0.05). This respomswas shown to be highest at low cutting heights, trending downwards as
mowing height increased. The group of low cutting heights (MO, M5, and M10) all were
significantly more productive than treatments higher than M15. Control plots, which had the

highestAugust shoot height, showed the lowest-#wonth regrowth response of all treatments.
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Figure2.17: Aboveground productivity across mowing treatments predicted by plant height: A)
Shoot height in June 2020, prior to application of mowing treatments; B) Shoot height in August
2020, two months after first application of mowing treatments; C) Amoungodweh from
June 2020 mowing event, measured by subtracting mowing treatment height from August shoot
height,error bars represent 95% confidence intenafgmificant differences are denoted by
different lowercase lettems determined by peblbc Tukeytest following ANOVA (p<0.05,
n=12).

Figure 2.BA shows shoot height measured in June 2021, after two prior applications of mowing
treatments throughout 2020. Significant differences were found in height measurements across
treatments (F=7.94, p < 0.0®)ith the low cutting treatment resembling the shortest shoot heights.
Similar results were seen in August 2021, when shoot height was measured after the application
of treatments in June 2021(F=5.208, p < 0.05: FiguréB).IThe twemonth regrowth respce

for 2021 (Figure 2.8C) showed similar results to 2020. Productivity was significantly higher at
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lower cutting heights, decreasing as cutting height increased (F=43.50, p < 0.05). Control plots

again showed the lowest regrowth response of all treatments
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Figure2.18: Aboveground productivity across mowing treatments predicted by plant height: A)
Shoot height in June 2021, prior to application of mowing treatments in 2021; B) Shoot height in
August 2021two months after third application of mowing treatments; C) Amount of regrowth
from June 2021 mowing event, measured by subtracting mowing treatment height from August
shoot heighterror bars represent 95% confidence intengdg)ificant differences arenoted

by different lowercase lettees determined by poesibc Tukey test following ANOVAp<0.05,

n=12).

Belowground planproductivity

Belowground plant productivity, estimated by measures of root biomass, was not significantly
differentacross mowing treatments in 2020 or 2021 (Figui8)2As there were no significant

differences between mowing treatments, root biomass was grouped by treatment and compared



39

between years. Across all treatments, 2020 saw significantly higher levelst @ioowss than
2021 (F = 24.16, p < 0.001, n = 96).
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Figure2.19: Belowground plant productivity estimated by root biomass across mowing

treatments collected in A) September 2020 and B) August 208iparsons made within years,

error bars represent 95% confidence intengaggjificant differences are denoted by different
lowercase letteras determined by pekbc Tukey test following ANOVAp<0.05, n=12).

Forage quality

Forage quality was comparedtiveen samples collected for MO and M30 treatments in June and
August of 2020 (Figure 2@. In June 2020, M30 samples were significantly higher in crude
protein (F =46.097, p = <0.0001 ) and soluble protein (F = 28.335, p = <0.0001) and were
significantlylower in ADF (F =2.951, p = 0.0015).When comparing MO and M30 in August 2020,
M30 treatments showing significantly higher levels of crude protein (F =46.097 , p = 0.0034),
lignin (F =7.613, p = 0.0008), and lower values of TDN (F =2.233, p = 0.0027).
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Figure 2. also compares forage quality between June and August sample collection dates. MO
samples collected in June showed significantly higher levels of crude protein (F = 32.729, p
=0.0258) and significantly lower values of TDN (F = 4.501, p = 0.00G8) MO samples collected

in August. M30 samples collected in June showed significantly higher levels of crude protein (F =
32.729, p = <0.0001) and soluble protein (F =29.442, p = <0.0001) and lower values of ADF (F =
15.534, p = 0.0120) and lignin (F =038 p = 0.0129).
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Figure2.20: Comparison of forage quality between 0 cm and 30 cm biomass samples collected
in June and August of 202€xror bars represent 95% confidence intensatgificant
differences denoted by different lowercase ledtedetermined by pebibc Tukey test fitowing
ANOVA (p < 0.05, n=12).
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In 2021, samples were only analyzed for forage quality in June, comparing MO and M30 (Figure
2.21). M30 samples showed significantly higher levels of crude protein (F = 27.98, p = 0.0001),
soluble protein (F = 19.09, p =@4) and TDN (F = 7.359, p = 0.0148), and significantly lower
values of ADF (F = 21.79, p = 0.002) than MO samples.
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Figure2.21: Comparison of forage quality between 0 cm and 30 cm biomass saoidesed

in June and 202Z%rror bars represent 95% confidence intengdmificant differences denoted

by different lowercase lettas determined by pekibc Tukey test following ANOVAp<0.05,
n=12).

Soil carbon, nitrogen, and organic matter

Soils collected in August 2021 were analyzed for levels of total carbon, total nitrogen, and soil
organic matter. Figure 2%hows a comparison between mowing treatments for these three soil
variables. M10 was shown to have greater values of both total crbah73, p < 0.05: Figure
2.22A) and total nitrogen (F = 4.346, p < 0.05: Figure2BRthan M15, M25, M30, and control
treatments. Figures 22 and 2.2B also show that M15 had significantly lower values of total
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carbon and total nitrogen than the MI@av20. Generally, the low cutting heights show higher
values of total carbon and nitrogen than the moderate and high cutting heights. Soil organic matter,
shown in Figure 22C, was found to be significantly higher at M10 than at MO, M5, M15, and
M30 (F =3.653, p <0.05). For all soil variables shown in Figur@ t@al carbon, total nitrogen,

and soil organic matter), highest values are shown within M10 treatment plots.
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Figure2.22: Comparison of soil etrics across mowing treatments collected in August 2021 at a
depth of 0 to 15 cm; A) Total Carbon; B) Total Nitrogen; and C) Soil Organic Matter, bars
represent 95% confidence intervagnificant differences are denoted by different lowercase
lettersas determined by pekbc Tukey test following ANOVApP<0.05, n=12).
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DISCUSSION

Weather, irrigation, and soil moisture data

The Chilcotin region is characterized by hot and dry summéssilfoeChilcotin Coasti
Overview202]). These characterizatis were confirmed by the weather data recorded throughout
the growing seasons of 2020 and 2021. Both years showed high levels of temperature and low
levels of precipitation. 2021 experienced virtually zero rainfall throughout the summer months and
extreme heat for prolonged periods, representing a drought year. These conditions were
contradicted through the application of irrigation to the cropping system from May to August of
each year. This supplemental moisture increased VWC of the soil, allowingefeudtessful

production of the cropping system consistently throughout the duration of the study.

Plant community diversity arfdrage speciesomposition

Mowing has been shawto decrease or increase diversity depending on intensity (Li et al; 2021

Yang et al. 2020Wan et al. 2016), howevdrwas not found in the experiment presented .here
Mowing treatments did not change levels of plant diversity throughostthet d y 6 s dur ati o
to application of mowing treatments, there was inherent variation seen across study plots, most of
which was not significant. Surveys recorded in August 2021, after three treatment applications,
again showed inherent variation agdgeatments with no notable significant differences. Current
management goals and previous management history of the study area are likely responsible for

the consistent levels of diversity seen throughout multiple treatment applications.

Management goalof perennial cropping systems tend to focus on productivity rather than species
diversity and thus are typically seeded with either monocultures or simplelegasse mixtures
(Sanderson et al. 2013). Species are selected for their relative yieléenthutointent, and
adaptability to environment al conditions ( Mil
determined by the high cover and yield of seeded forage species, rather than levels of biodiversity.
Invasion of unseeded, unpalatable specsidsch may increase diversity, are unwanted in these
systems and can represent a reduction in either crop or nutrient yield (Bittman et al. 2013). The
species composition of the study site reflects this goal, with a high cover of seeded forage species,
andrelatively low cover and abundance of other species.
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Management practices applied to established perennial cropping systems can further promote the
success of desired forage species. Irrigation and fertilization have been consistently used at the
study #e and are likely attributing to the success of seeded species. These practices help to
decrease water and nutrient restrictions, ultimately increasing biomass production. The
combination of these techniques has been shown to decrease levels of spexsig (Mller et

al. 2016). In this cropping system, diversity is maintained through the success and abundance of

seeded forage species.

Along with yield and nutritive value, forage crops are often selected for their ability to respond to
mowing. Mowingis a necessity to harvest forage, making response to mowing an important factor
in forage yield (Wang et al. 2014). The different forage species within this cropping system show
different regrowth responses following treatment applicati®npratenseshavs a negative
response to mowing, represented by a decrease in cover across all treatments for vegetation surveys
taken in August 2020 and 2021, two months after the first harvest of each $eas@iensas

known to exhibit slow regrowth after defoiia at certain growth stages due to damaging or
removal of bulblets, which are formed in the spramgl contain important nutrient reser{€gle

et al. 2011)When treatments were applied in ldigne of each study yedt, pratenselants were
already poducing seed heads, and therefore past the bylidducing growth stage, resulting in

a poor regrowth response. Yieldsf pratensecan be further reduced during rsdmmer by

hotter and drier conditions due to their shallow root systems (Bittman¥398). This is likely

the reason for a greater declineAnpratensan 2021, as the season was hot and dry, and saw
decreased levels of soil moisture following treatment application in June. CoRempodtense

was further declined from June to AugasR021 within the low mowing treatments. Because this
species responds poorly to defoliatidns recommended to use a cutting height higher than 10
cm, this helps preserve the growing points of the grass and maintain stBngsaténséBittman

etal. 1999 Ogle et al. 2011), which is seen within study plots with higher cutting heights applied.

Opposite td°. pratenseM. sativasaw a positive response to mowing, with cover increasing after
treatment application in June within both study yearstif@@utiming and height are both important

variables that can affect yieldsMdf sativa( Mi | i | et al . 2019). M.n June
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sativawithin study plots was at its bud to early flower stage. When harvested at this growth stage,
plants havebuilt up sufficient carbohydrate reserves within their roots and will exhibit a strong
regrowth respons@Jndersander et al. 2011). Yields Wi sativahave been shown to further
increase when using a cutting height under 5 cm. When cut at such adbiy thee axillary buds

are removed, forcing growth to come from crown buds of the plant (Wiersma et al. 2007). Stems
originating from crown buds contribute more towards total yield than stems originating from
axillary buds (Wolf and Blaser 1981). Thislilsely the effect seen in this study, with high&st

sativacover seen at lower cutting heights.

Abovegrounglant productivity

Mowing is shown to produce a compensatory growth response and stimulate plant productivity,

both in this study and thosegvious (Wan et al. 2016lan et al. 2014Wang et al. 2014Turner

et al. 1993Dyer et al. 1991). Lowest aboveground productivity, throughout both study years, was

seen in control plots. These unmowed plots showed both the lowest levels of cumulatiassbio

and regrowth response compared to any of the mowing treatmentsliSjjasityin productivity

is likely due to the absence of a compensatory growth response as these plots did not experience
any defoliation t hr oug h othdtwhilehmewirg is ofteryaecessatyr at i «
practice for agricultural operations, it is also beneficial to help increase plant productivity through

the mechanism of compensatory growth.

A plantds regrowt h r e sq@muopersaorytgowthmis mpontant,forthe de g
continued plant production and hay yield of a cropping system (Wang et al. 2014). Compensatory
growth, and overall aboveground plant productivity, have been shown to vary with mowing
intensity and degree of defdiien (Yang et al. 2020/ an et al. 2016Wang et al. 2014Zhao et

al. 2008 Huhta et al. 2003Turner et al. 1993), an effect which was also seen in this study.
Aboveground plant productivity, estimated by shoot biomass and regrowth response, was shown

to be highest at low mowing heights, with productivity trending downwards as mowing height
increased. MO, M5, and M10 appeared favourable for a high yielding first harvest in June,
stimulating the maximal compensatory growth response for a second higmgyigklivest in

August. Higher mowing treatments (M15 through M30) lacked biomass at both June and August

sampling events and showed a lower regrowth response in both 2020 and@il&&lfindings do
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not support our hypothesis. We predicted that maximal eosgtory growth would be seen at
cutting heights greater than 10 cm and less than 20 cm. This study showed that cutting heights
equal to or less than 10 cm produced increased levels of compensatory growth.

Along with not supporting the hypothesi$etdifferences in aboveground productivity seen
between mowing treatments contradicts the findings of many previous studies which closely
examined cutting heights (Yang et al. 20%an et al. 2016Wang et al. 2014Zhao et al. 2008

Huhta et al. 2003Turne et al. 1993). Each of these studies identified a moderate mowing height,
ranging from 14 to 24 cm, to produce highest levels of aboveground productivity. In some cases,
mowing heights below 14 cm (Yang et al. 2020) or 6 cm (Zhao et al. 2008) decreaved i
production to | ess than that of unmoWwest pl ot s
previous studies have been performed in both natural and controlled, irrigated environments but
examined much different plant speci@easons behind the results opposing others are likely

crop specificity and current management regimes, as theseftaathhow a cropping system will
respond to mowing (Huhta et al. 2003).

All plants greatly vary in how they respond to defoliation (Huhta et al. 20033. nhain
components of t hi s wedPupdterissT. pcatermspapdMnsgtivasWhiget e m
P. pratenseegrows best at heights above 10 cm (Ogle et al. 2011) ThptlatenseandM. sativa
respond better to lower cutting heights, yieldingghler regrowth response when a cutting height
less than 5 cm is usedots. The ability to respond teeavy defoliation and large reductions in
photosynthetic capacity is attributed to carbohydrate reserves with legume tap roots, which are
allocated towardghe new production of photosynthetic mater§8t. John and Ogle 2008
Wiersma et al. 2007)These two legume species make up the majority of the plant community
throughout the study area, resulting in a cropping system that responds best to lower cutting
heights. M10 was likely found to be the most productive treatment as this cutting height favours
the regrowth of all three forage species. A 10 cm cutting height is low enough to stimulate
increased regrowth ih. pratensendM. sativabut is high enougto retain carbohydrate reserves
required forP. pratensaegrowth which are stored in aboveground plant tisst¥hile cutting

heights shorter than 10 cm may further increase legume production, they also decpeatsmse

production, resulting in lowental yields in MO and M5 compared to M10.
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Current management practices in place at the study site, irrigatobriertilization, likely also
influenced the cropping s yR pratengesT. pratessp,amddle t o
sativaare adapted to irrigation and produce higher yields under moist conditions (St. John and
Ogle 2008 Ogle et al. 2011Undesander et al. 2011). The fertilization combination of nitrogen,
phosphorus, and potash annually applied to this cropping system also facilitates high yields at first
and second harvest. Phosphorus and potash editions to the soil are required for sgooasisful

of legume species (St. John and Ogle 2008dersander et al. 2011). These elements promote
root development which is important for carbohydrate storage and regrowth resporises in
pratenseandM. sativa(Undersander et al. 2011). The nitrogen poment of the fertilizer aids the
growth of P. pratenseallowing it to compete with the legume species during the early growing
season (Ogle et al. 2011). The irrigation and fertilization management in place for this cropping
system provides the necessamter and nutrients required for each species to be highly productive
and produce eompensatory growttesponse to mowing. In areas where moisture or nutrients are

more limited, there would likely be a different response to mowing.

Belowground planproductivity

Healthy root systems of agricultural crops are important for water and nutrient storage and
absorption, and regrowth following mowing (Wang et el. 2014). Along with crop benefits, root
systems also represent a large carbon pool, and thiisbate environmental benefits through
carbon storage (Harrower et al. 201Rerraro and Oesterheld 2002). Aboveground and
belowground productivity are dependent upon each other, and thus is it important to understand
how practices that effect abovegroupdoductivity, like mowing, also effect belowground
productivity (Breulmann et al. 2012). In this study, mowing was not fouatidct levels of root
production. This is peculiar as aboveground productivity hasfieggestedo have a direct linear
relationship with belowground productivity (Harrower et al. 2012), which suggests the results of

productivity highest at lower heights, and steadily decreasing as cutting height increased.

When considering the relationship between aboveground and belowgraoddctity,
defoliation intensity should be taken into consideration. In this study, defoliation intensity was

varied by clipping at different heights, which could have affected the proportion of aboveground
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to belowground regrowth response. When defolrabccurs, aboveground regrowth is produced
through ongoing photosynthesis. To assist regrowth, allocation of photosynthesis products is likely
to shift towards the aboveground production of leaves, favouring increased rates of photosynthesis
and thus fuher regrowth (Oesterheld et al. 1992). As the intensity of defoliation increases, the
proportion of aboveground to belowground productivity can also be expected to increase
(Oesterheld et al. 1992), which is occurringhe resultspresented herd.ower cutting heights
appear to be slightly lower in root production compared to higher cutting height and control
treatments. This is likely due to increased defoliation intensity causing a shift in photosynthetic
allocation towards aboveground productivity hift the lower mowing treatments. Of the low
mowing treatments, M10 produced the highastnroot biomass, which correlates with values

of aboveground productivity seen. In this case, it appears as though the equivalence of
aboveground and belowground puativity are more linearly related than that of treatments with

a higher defoliation intensity (MO and M5), making M10 the favourable treatment for combined
aboveground and belowground productivity. It should be noted that although there are trends in
thedata, there were no significant effects of mowing treatment on root biomass Ténezisfore,

the low cutting heights which produce large yields of aboveground biomass can be said to produce
levels of root biomass equivalent to that of higher cuttinghteigd control treatmentk.is hard

to draw strong conclusions on the response of belowground productivity due to the high variability
within treatments resulting in a lack of significance. To reduce variability and better understand
this response, samp) protocols must be improved to reduce possible inaccuracies due to root
loss. Increasing the number of collected root biomass samples would also help to reduce

variability, creating a more representative sample of both taproot and fibrous root systems.

Environmental conditions can also play a role in belowground productivity. The two study years
had quite different environmental conditions which could be responsible for the discrepancy
between average root biomass levels in 2020 and 2021. Water bmstamd heat stress are both
factors which can limit aboveground and belowground productivity. When limited by water, plants
shift focus to root production rather than leaf production (Hsiao and Xu 2000). Our results
contradicted this, showing lower roablmass and equivalent shoot biomass, when comparing dry
to wet years. Irrigation of the field site is likely the explanation for this contradiction. Although

there was very little rain in 2021, irrigation occurred throughout the growing season, resulting i
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soil moisture values that were similar to that of 2020. Along with little precipitation, 2021 also
saw high temperatures throughout the growing season. Heat stress has been shown to negatively
impact root development of agricultural crops (Irmak 201€&jucing overall root productivity.

As such, it is likely that the extreme heat experienced throughout 2021 is responsible for the

decreased root biomass seen across treatments in this study year.

Foragequality

Along with forage yield, forage qualitis another important variable that concerns producers.
Having high quality forage both increases the value of a crop and potential animal performance
(Ball et al. 2001). Forage quality can be described in many ways. In this study, we examined
nutrient conént of different forages to estimate overall forage quality. Cutting height was shown
to affect forage quality, with higher cutting heights producing forage of higher quality. Overall,
M30 forage had higher crude protein, soluble protein, and TDN, alothiglovwer ADF values

than MO forage. Cutting height has been previously shown to change forage quality, specifically
in M. sativadominated crops. Lower stems Mt sativacontain fewer higlguality leaves than

stems higher up on the plant (Wiersma et &807). When a higher cutting height is used,
harvesting of the lower stems is avoided and only the upper stems of the plant are collected,
increasing overall forage quality (Wiersma et al. 2007). As the study crop contains a high cover of
M. sativa this islikely the reasoning for different qualities of forage seen here. However, there is
the argument for yield versus quality. When cutting a crop at lower cutting heights, higher yields
are produced than when leaving a higher stubble height, effects shenstudy. This high yield

of forage includes both lower and upper stem segmemis sdtiva High-quality upper stems are

still present in MO forage, but the quality is diluted by the addition of the lower stem segments,
representing a tradeff betweerforage yield and forage quality. When determining at what height

to harvest a crop, producers should consider both their desired yield and quality. If they are
producing feed for animals that have lower nutrient requirements (i.e., beef cattle vergus dair
cattle), perhaps it is not necessary to have higher forage quality and the smarter management

decision would be to harvest for increased yield at a lower cutting height (Undersander et al. 2011).
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Timing of harvest was also seen to effect forage qu&8aynples collected in August of 2020 were
lower in quality than those collected in June 2020 for both MO and M30 samples. When a crop is
harvested is one of the biggest determinants of forage quality as plants will have different nutritive
values throughdutheir various growth cycles Mi ét al.[2019)T. pratenseandM. sativaboth
produce higher quality forage when they are in their dadpm phase, with decreased forage
guality seen when plants reach maturity (St. John and Ogi Ro@lersander el. 2011). This

effect explains the difference in forage quality seen between June and August 2020. At the timing
of the June harvest, these two legume species were in theib&aoiy phases, with seversl.
sativaflowers just beginning to emerge. At this early growth stage, leaf weight is greater than stem
weight, and forage quality is high (Undersander et al. 2011). In AubystatenseandM. sativa

were both seen to be in their late bloom to seed phaseebfilmarvest. Once the plants are this
mature, forage quality is decreased, mostly due to an increase in stem content of the forage
(Undersander et al. 2011). Another reason for a decline in August forage quality is the absence of
P. pratensat this harvet eventP. pratenses a highly palatable and nutrienth grass (Ogle et

al. 2011), however it was seen to decrease in cover later in the growing season, not contributing
towards the quality of the August forage as it may have in June. When managisdocrforage

quality, producers should consider their harvest goals, taking into consideration both height and

timing of cut in order to produce a crop that meets their specific yield and quality needs.

Soil carbonnitrogen and organic matter

Acrossthe agricultural industry, management goals aim to achieve increased soil carbon as an
attempt to combat greenhouse gas emissions through carbon sequestration (Conant et al. 2001).
Changes in plant productivity typically correlate with changes in sdilocaras aboveground
productivity is a primary source of soil carbon (Kunkel et al. 2011). Therefore, management
techniques that affect productivity can also be used to influence levels of soil dareenlfouse

Gases and\griculture2020). Mowing has beeshown to effect plant productivity, however most
shortterm studieslo not take accouwif the direct correlation between mowing and soil variables

as soil takes longer to respond to management changes than the plant community (Yang et al.
2020). Surprisigly, we saw a change in soil characteristics in response to mowing height in just
two seasons of treatment applications. The M10 treatment saw increased levels of soil carbon,

nitrogen, and organic matter compared to all other treatments. These inaredséedy due to the
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improvements in aboveground and belowground productivity also seen for the M10 treatment.
Theseresults further reinforce the correlation between plant productivity and soil ciéuddmas

been seen in previous studi@ofovan 2013Harrower et al. 201 XKunkel et al. 2011Conant et

al. 2001).

Increases in aboveground productivity represent an increase in the amount of carbon dioxide that
is being removed from the atmosphere, as it is used to prahttés stored withimew led and

shoot material GreenhouseGases andAgriculture 2020. This newly produced aboveground
material also represents increases in carbon and nitrogen additions to the soil through root growth
(Donovan 2013) and nitrogdixation by legume species (Conaettal. 2001)Increases in plant
productivity are translated into increases in soil carbon through the process of decomposition
(Abraha et al. 2018). The decomposition of plant material to soil carbon can be a slow process and
is dependent on environmehfactors, thudevels ofdecomposition can limikevels of carbon
sequestration (Yang et al. 2020). Rates of decomposition can be increased by irrigation promoting
microbial activity (Arroita et al. 2013). The irrigation of the study site, while incrgasuerall
plantproductivity, also helped speed rates of decomposition, allowinlidihgoroductivity seen

at a 10 cnmowing height to also be seen within levels of soil cafloothis mowing treatment.

Measures of plant productivity and soil carbon dmect predictors of carbon sequestration
occurring on a landscape (Conant et al. 2003). The changes in both of these variables seen at
different mowing heights suggests potential for mowing to influence levels of carbon
sequestration. Studying the abokmgnd and belowground responses together have allowed for
the complete evaluation of mowing as a technique applied to perennial cropping systems
(Breulmann et al. 2021)

CONCLUSION

This study has shown that mowing is an important tool for the management of perennial cropping
systems. This technique has the ability to alter plant productivitjoaage speciesomposition,
forage quality, and soil characteristics. Furthermore, tludyshas shown that the intensity of

mowing applied can have differentialfects on each of the previously mentioned variables.
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Utilizing a 10 cm mowing height has been shown to be favourable for increased levels of
aboveground and belowground productiyiind overall increases in soil carbon. These findings
suggest that mowing is not only a method to harvest forage crops but can also be used for mutual
benefits to producers and the environment through increased production and carbon sequestration.
Futureresearch should examine the effects of continued application of mowing treatments to
ensure the results seen in this study continue over time. Additionally, sppefc biomass
samples should be taken in order to further asses the effect of mowghg dve forage species
composition Because of the array of possible responses to mowing, it is important not to apply
the results of one study to an area with different environmental conditions. To best manage the
mowing of agricultural cropsyithin B.C., we must gain a comprehensive understanding of plant

response, including different species throughout different climates pfdkace.
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Chapter 3 - LONG-TERM EFFECTS OF ABANDONMENT OF
IRRIGATION AND FERTILIZATION ON PLANT COMMUNITY
DYNAMICS, PRODUCTIVTY , AND SOIL CHARACTERISTICS OF
PERENNIAL CROPPING SYSTEMS

INTRODUCTION

Management history often det er mimmengydgngmics,c ul t ur
and soil characteristics. Proper management can help increase aboveground and belowground
plant productivity, soil fertility, nutrient availability, and carbon storage (Alavaisha et al; 2019

Ziter and Macdougall 2013). In contrast, paorimproper land management can decrease these

same metrics, potentially resulting in unwanted changes in plant community dynamics. As a result,

how land is managed has potential to affect plant diversity and productivity, soil characteristics,

and rates focarbon sequestration.

Throughout British Columbia (B.C.), agricultural land is commonly managed using a combination

of irrigation and fertilization. These practices are known to increase forage production and soil
carbon and are coinmprdeverde ndtnsabn a(@onreann t et al
irrigation involves the application of water to cropland to account for moisture deficits. Due to

lack of rainfall during the growing season, this practice is often required in drier regions of the
province to optimize crop productio€émmodity2014). Through increased plant productivity,

irrigation introduces other benefits to cropland as well. Increased primary production, escalated by
irrigation, equates to an increase in carbon dioxide sequestration plant biomass (Arroita et

al. 2013). This elevated biomass production also increases inputs of organic matter into the soil,
contributing to the |l andds carbon stock (Al vai
is facilitated by irrigéion through increased microbial activity, for which moisture is a limiting

factor (Arroita et al. 2013). This makes irrigation a suitable way to increase crop production while

also mitigating environmental impacts through carbon sequestration (Alvaiah&619). Like

all management techniques, if not utilized properly, irrigation can negatively impact landscapes.

l rrigation regimes should be selected based
storage capacityFarm Practice20143). Irrigation that is improperly applied can disrupt the
hydrological regime (Arroita et al. 2013), cause soil drainage probleans(Practic014a), and
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influence changes in plant diversity (Muller et al. 2016). It is important that irrigation is used
properly asa management technique to maximize possible benefits and minimize environmental

deficits.

Fertilization is another management technique used in agriculture to increase production.
Fertilizers work to increase nutrient availability by providing essergiaments for plant
productivity (Farm Pectice 2014). Fertilizers can be both organic (agriculturatgrgducts) or
inorganic (synthetic compositions of nutrients). By adding fertilizer to agricultural land, an
increase in nutrient availability enablesapl productivity (Alavaisha et al. 2019). As with
irrigation, this increased productivity correlates with levels of soil organic matter and carbon
sequestration (Alavaisha et al. 20 er and Macdougall 201onant et al. 2001). However,
through impropr use, fertilization can result in increased nitrous oxide emissions (Conant et al.
2001), reduced biodiversity (Mdller et al. 2016), pollution of soil and nearby aquatic ecosystems
(Arroita et al. 2013) and soil acidificatiorsqil Factshee2015). Careshould be taken while

selecting and applying fertilizer to ensure proper practices are followed.

Research and farming practices have shown that irrigation and fertilization can alter land. The
addition of irrigation and fertilization can benefit producénrough increased production and
carbon sequestration. However, a restriction in these practices can also cause changes within the
plant and soil communities. Oweay agricultural land might be suddenly restricted from irrigation

and fertilization is thwugh abandonment. Abandonment of agricultural land refers to when
previously managed and harvested land ceases to be used for crop production and is excluded from
all management practic@lacDonald et al. 2000)This could be a result of numerous situasio
including farm closure, lack of productivity, or a change in management practices (MacDonald et
al. 2000). Abandoning agricultural land represents a major change in land management. Such
changes have been shown to decrease productivity while facditdte invasion of woody or

weedy species, ultimately declining overall ecosystem function (L®Opk=io and Martinez

Ramos 2011). The effects of abandoning a piece of agricultural land will greatly vary depending
on previous land management history, tygleabandonment, and environmental conditions
(MacDonald et al. 2000).
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Previous studies on the effects agricultural abandonment have shown varying results regarding
plant diversity, plant productivity, and soil carbon. A study performed by Marriott €2Gf19)

found that agricultural abandonment resulted in a shift in plant community composition, increased
species richness, and decreased productivity. These changes were thought to be heavily influenced
by the cessation of fertilizer application, allowifog less competitive species to grow, while also
reducing soil fertility. Lie et al. (2020) observed as abandoned cropland moved back towards
native vegetation in southwest China. Larger shrub and forb species began to grow and contribute
to biomass volum and organic matter input, influencing increases in plant biomass and soil
organic carbon concentrations in the abandoned cropland. A review study conducted in 2016 by
Deng et al. looked at changes in soil carbon stocks afterusedchanges, considerid®3

previous experiments. On average, they found-lssglchanges, including abandonment, resulted

in decreased soil carbon stocks. While the results of these studies vary, a common agreement is
that climatic factors and pmexisting conditions can hugelypfluence how land responds to
abandonment (When et al. 2017, Deng et al. 2016, Marriott et al. 2009).

Climatic factors, including mean annual temperature and mean annual precipitation, impact the
fate of abandoned agricultural land (Deng et al. 20I6mperature and moisture are limiting
factors of plant productivity and decomposition of organic matter. If abandoned farmland is
restricted by a hot, dry climate, plant production and soil carbon sequestration may be lowered as
a result (Deng et al. 2016lPreexisting conditions also determine how land will respond to
abandonment. Initial species composition, presence of weedy species in the seedbank, and
previous management history all influence what the plant communigapastionment will look

like (Marriott et al. 2009). From these previous findings, it appears that the factors with the greatest

impact on abandoned agricultural land aregxisting environmental conditions.

As climate is such an important factor in determining how land will resfmoaicthndonment (Deng

et al. 2016), results from different climatic regions should not be compared. Of the 103 studies

di scussed i(2016)egiewgpapertonhaone obtisese studies was performed in Canada.

This represents a vast literature gapew considering abandoned agricultural land in climates

t hroughout Canada, including within B.C. Agr
(Provincial Agricultural Land Commission 2014). This percentage represents many acres of land
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that have poterdl for supporting economies through productivity and mitigating climate change
through carbon sequestration. Understanding how agricultural land in B.C. responds to changes in
management is important for deciding upon proper management for increasedipitgdarcd
sustainability.

This study exploré the effects of abandonment of irrigation and fertilization. Actively irrigated,
fertilized cropland was compared to cropland abandoned by these practices, contrasting 1) plant
community dynamics, 2) abovegraiand belowground plant productivity, 3) forage quality, and
4) soil carbon, nitrogen, and organic matter. These variables were assessed througbaa two

field study conducted on a perennial cropping system

MATERIALS & METHODS
Field Study Design

Studysite

The study site for this experiment involves the same study location as mentioned in Cksester 2
pagel3l), located on an agricultural field composed of a perennial cropping syRBtemto2004,
arectangular area of land was countasly irrigated and annually fertilized. In 2004, a centre pivot
sprinkler system replaced the laterally moving sprinkler system, cutting off a portion of the field
from irrigation. This cubff portion of cropland was originally seeded with the samenpeaé

forage blend mentioned in Chapter 2 (page 13Table 2.1) but is no longer irrigated, fertilized,

or used for crop production, representing abandoned cropland. A study enclosure was constructed
on this abandoned area, measuring approximately 2@0mm, and was organized using the same
study design as Chapter 2 (Figure 3AYetailed map of the study site and design are displayed

in Appendix D.Plant and soil characteristics were compared between this abandoned enclosure
and the continuously igated, annually fertilized enclosure described in Chaptseé pp. 18

22). Field data wrecollected from both enclosures throughout 2020 and 2021.
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Sitemonitoring

Site monitoring within the study enclosures occurred throughout each study year. Site monitoring
involved collecting soil moisture data, mowing between plots, and taking photopoints following

the same metids detailed in Chapter 8ge page 16

Weatherdata

Weather data of the study enclosure was collected using the same HOBO weather station
mentioned in Chapter Zée page 16)lemperature and precipitation datarecollected from
May to October 2020ral April to September 2021.

Data Collection and Analysis

Sample collection and analysis

Throughout 2020 and 2021 growing seasons, field data was collected on plant community diversity
and composition, aboveground and belowground plant productivity, forage quality, and soil
carbon, nitrogen, and organic matter. All sample and data collecliowé&d the same protocols

outlined in Chapter 2. See padiés-22 for a detailed explanation of sampling protocols.
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Statisticalanalyses

Analyses were made to compare plant and soil characteristics between active and abandoned
enclosures. To ensure thabwing treatment was not a confound, comparisons for this chapter
were only made between study plots for which mowing treatments would not differ. Height
measurements, root biomass, Shannon and Simpson diversity, species richness, and species
composition were compared between control plots throughout the duration of the study.
Aboveground biomass was compared between enclosures at a mowing height of 0 cm in June
2020, before mowing treatments had been implemented, and within control plots in August 2021

atthe time of final harvest.

All statistical analyses and figures were produced using R for Statistical Computing, version
1.4.1103 AWax Begoniao (R Core Team 2021). I n
Plant diversity, productivity, forag quality, and soil characteristresponsesvere compared

between enclosurassing mixedeffectmodesf r om t he @Al med40 package.
bl ock as a random value. Tukeyob6s HSD post hoc

iemmearkagé. pac

RESULTS

Weatherjrrigation, andsoil moisturedata

Temperature, precipitation, and irrigation data recorded throughout the study darepia@vided

in Chapter2 (see pge 25 Figure 27). Soil moisture data was recorded throughout both study
enclosures from May to August of 2020 and 2021 (Figure 3.2). In both years, the abandoned
enclosure was lower in volumetric water content (VWC) throughout the growing season than the
active enclosure. In 2021 (Figure 3.2B), the abandoned enclosure waeytlow in soil

moisture, with average values lower than 10 % VWC throughout the entire season.



63

404 A) 2020 4041 B) 2021
30 30
<
cé 20 201
- 1 /\_‘
0 0
05 06 07 08 05 06 07 08
Month

Enclosure ® Active A Abandoned

Figure3.2: Average monthly soil moisture represented as volumetric water content (VWC)
within studyenclosures throughout the growing season of A) 2020, and B) 2021.

Plant community diversity antbmposition

Measures of plant diversity were compared between control plots of active and abandoned
enclosures in June 2020 and August 2021 (Fi@usg For all examined measures of diversity
(ShannorAweiner diversity index and species richness), at both survey events, the active enclosure
was shown to have significantly higher plant diversity than the abandoned enclosure. See Table
3.1 for a list ofcomparisons and correspondinggues. When comparing across sampling events

in Figure 3.3, active cropland plot&dot differ in their levels of diversity from June 2020 to
August 2021. Abandoned study plots, however, stblewer values forboth measires of

diversity in August 2021 compared to June 2020.
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Figure3.3: Values of ShannekVeiner diversityand species richness within control plots of both
active and abandoned enclosures in A) June 202 pAdgust 2021error bars represent 95%
confidence intervalssignificant differences are denoted by different lowercase letters
determined by podioc Tukey test following ANOVAp<0.05, n=12).

Table3.1: Summary table of plant diversity comparisons between active and abandoned
enclosures made in Figure 3.3 showingafue from ANOVA and pvalue from Tukey HSD
posthoc analyses.

Index and Timing F-Value p-value
Shannon Diversity June 2020 | 12.87 0.023
Shannon Diversity August 2021| 525 <0.0001
Species RichnegsJune 2020 29.36 <0.0001
Species RichnegsAugust 2021 187 <0.0001
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Species composition of the two study encl osul
Figure 3.4. The compositions of the two enclosuveseshown to be much different. The active
enclosure was composed mostly of the seeded forage speciegterse T. pratenseand M.

sativa along with some cover dfaraxacum offiniale, Lolium perennandPoa pratensisThe

abandoned enclosure lacked cover of seeded forage species and was composed of Crepis spp. and
P. pratensisIn August 2021, the abandonecclsure was dominated B¥. pratensis with an

average absolute cover of 67.92 %.
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Figure3.4: Absolute percent cover of species recorded in active and abanctortea plots at
A) June 2020 and B) August 2021 survey dates (n=12).
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Photos of control plots at the time of surveys in are shown Figuren®.5.6, showing species
composition and plant productivity. In June 2020 (Figure 3.5A), the active croplatrd| quat
wasnotably green and productive, with the seeded species composing the majority of plant cover.
The control plot within the abandonedclosure athis survey date (Figure 3.5BJasdominated

by Crepis spp. anB. pratensisand while less prodiive than the active plotyas visually green

and the plants appesito be healthy. In August 2021, the active enclosure control plot (Figure
3.6A) was again composed mainly of seeded forage species, along with some standing litter. The
abandoned control plot (Figure 3.6B)as comprised mainly of standing and ground litter.

Standing litter was recorded as covePopratensis
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Figure3.5: Control plots in June 2020 showing community composition and productivity in the
A) active cropland enclosure; and B) abandoned cropland enclosure.
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Figure3.6: Contrd plots in August 2021 showing community composition and productivity in
the A) active cropland enclosure; and B) abandoned cropland enclosure.
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Aboveground plant productivity

The study enclosures showed significant differences in biomass productioghtbubuhe
duration of the study. In June 2020 (Figure 3.7A), biomass was harvested within MO plots in both
enclosures. Active cropland plots produced significantly higher biomass than abandoned plots (F
= 209.1 p< 0.0001). In August 2021 (Figure 3.7B)pimass was harvested within control plots

in both enclosures, active plots agaawsignificantly higher values of biomass production (F =

101, p <0.0001).
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Figure3.7: Biomass collected at a height o€t within active and abandoned study enclosures
in A) June 2020 within MO plots and B) August 2021 within control pkrsr bars represent
95% confidence intervalsjgnificant differences are denoted by different lowercase letsers

determined by podtoc Tukey test following ANOVAp<0.05, n=12).
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Height measurements and twwonth regrowth response

To assess response to defoliation, height measurements were taken before and after biomass
collection and the twononth regrowth response was assessed. Throughout 2020 (Figure 3.8) and
2021 (Figure 3.9) the active study plots consistently showed sigrtifidaigher shoot height

values and regrowth responses than abandoned study plots. See Table 3.2 for a list of comparisons
and correspondingyalues. In 2021, the regrowth response to defoliation seen within abandoned

plotswasnotably lower than it was i8020.
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Figure3.8: Aboveground productivity across within MO plots predicted by plant height: A)
Shoot height in June 2020, prior to collection of biomass; B) Shoot height in August 2020, two
months aftebiomass collection; C) Amount of regrowth after June 2020 biomass collection,
error bars represent 95% confidence intenatgjificant differences are denoted by different

lowercase letteras determined by pebkbc Tukey test following ANOVAp<0.05, n42).
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Figure3.9: Aboveground productivity across within MO plots predicted by plant height: A)
Shoot height in June 2021, prior to collection of biomass; B) Shoot height in August 2021, two
months aftebiomass collection; C) Amount of regrowth in August, two months after June
biomass collectiorerror bars represent 95% confidence intengatmificant differences are
denoted by different lowercase lettassdetermined by pesbc Tukey test followig ANOVA
(p<0.05, n=12)
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Table3.2: Summary table of plant height and regrowth comparisons between active and
abandoned enclosures made in Figure 3.8 and 3.9 showialgéfrom ANOVA ando-value
from Tukey HSD poshoc analyses.

Variable and Timing F-Value p-value
Shoot height June 2020 69.17 <0.0001
Shoot height August 2020 141.2 <0.0001
Shoot Regrowtfi August 2020 125.9 <0.0001
Shoot height June 2021 90.53 <0.0001
Shootheighti August 2021 237.8 <0.0001
Shoot Regrowtli August 2021 237.8 <0.0001

Belowground planproductivity

Belowground plant productivity, estimated by root biomass volume, was shown to be significantly
different between enclosures (Figld.0). In September 2020 (Figure 3.10A), active enclosure
control plots had significantly higher levels of belowground productivity than control plots within
the abandoned enclosure (F = 26.2, p = 0.0001). Similar results of belowground productivity were

also seen in August 2021 (F = 11.01, p = 0.0041: Figure 3.10B).
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Figure3.10: Root biomass collected within control plots throughout active and abandoned
enclosures in A) September 2020 and B) August 282y bars represent 95% confidence
intervals,significant differences are denoted by different lowercase |ettedetermined by post
hoc Tukey test following ANOVAp<0.05, n=12).

Forage quality

Forage quality was compared between samples colladteith active and abandoned enclosures
within MO treatments plots in June 2020 (Figure 3.11). Samples taken from active cropland plots
were shown to have significantly higher values of crude protein (F = 94.170;8604) soluble

protein (F = 65.78, p <0.0001) and TDN (F = 9.087, p = 0.0078), and were significantly lower

in ADF (F = 36.54, p = <0.0001) and lignin (F = 18.72, p = 0.0005) than samples taken from

abandoned cropland plots.
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Figure3.11: Forage analysis of biomass samples harvested at 0 cm in June 2020 within both

active and abandoned enclosuersor bars represent 95% confidence intensagmificant

differences are denoted by different lowercase letterdeternmed by poshoc Tukey test
following ANOVA (p<0.05, n=12).

Soil carbon, nitrogen, and organic matter

Soils collected within control plots in August 2021 were analyzed for levels of total carbon, total
nitrogen, and soil organic matter and comparedvéen active and abandoned control plots
(Figure 3.12). Plots within the active enclosure were shown to have significantly higher levels of
total carbon (F = 6.303, p = 0.0179: Figure 3.12A), total nitrogen (F = 11.45, p = 0.0021: Figure
3.12B), and soil granic matter (F = 35.15, p = <0.0001: Figure 3.12C) than plots within the

abandoned enclosure.
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Figure3.12: Comparison of soil metrics between study enclosures collected in August 2021
within control plotsat a depth of 0 to 15 cm; A) Total Carbon; B) Total Nitrogen; and C) Soil
Organic Mattergrror bars represent 95% confidence intenatmificant differences are
denoted by different lowercase lettassdetermined by pelbc Tukey test following ANO¥X
(p<0.05, n=12).

DISCUSSION

Plantcommunitydiversity and composition

Plant species diversity can be altered by different land management styles (Muller et al. 2016), an
affect seen in this study. Actively irrigated and fertilized cropland saw higher levels of plant
diversity than abandoned cropland throughout the duratithestudy. These differences in plant
diversitywerelinked to differences in plant community composition seen throughout the two study
enclosures. The active cropland had a high cover of seeded forage species, along with several
native and weedy specid@sat hal become incorporated into the field over time. The abandoned

cropland was lacking cover of forage species and was dominated by c&epafspp. andP.
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pratensis both which are categorized as invasive species within B.C. (Klinkenbergl@02a8ive
Terrestrial Plant2021). This represeetd an unfavourable community change resulting from the

abandonment of agricultural cropland.

The seeded forage specis pratenseT. pratenseandM. sativg all perform better in areas that

are sufficient in moisture and nutrient availability (St. John and Ogle 2008, Ogle et al. 2011,
Undersander et al. 2011). When irrigation and fertilization were removed from management in
2004, water and nutrient limitatis were introduced to the forage species in the abandoned area.
This change in management likely caused a reduction in the success of seeded forage species,
reducing competition and enabling the growth of otherdesrinant species (Yang et al. 2020).

P. pratensiswas already established on the cropland prior to abandonment, as it was seen within
the plant community of currently active cropland. The decrease in cover of the three forage species
facilitated the increase in cover®f pratensisas this secies is known to invade and exploit areas

that no longer support the growth of previously dominant species (Bork et al. 2008). This effect
was further seen in 2021 within the abandoned enclosure as dry conditions could not support the
growth of Crepis sppor A. septentrionalisspecies seen in 2020, resulting in further increases in

P. pratensicover and lower measures of species diversity.

Traditional agricultural goals manage land for productivity rather than diversity. Irrigation and
fertilization ae both commonly used to achieve increased plant productivity but can also affect
plant diversity (Miller et al. 2016). At the study site, the coupled use of irrigation and fertilization
on active croplan@vas maintaining biodiversity, allowing the succesdgfrowth ofP. pratenseT.
pratense,and M. sativg along with numerous unseeded species. When managing a perennial
cropping system in dry climatic conditions, moving away from irrigation and fertilization has been
shown to result in unfavourable plardnemunity changes, causing the failure of seeded forage

species, increases in invasive species cover, and overall reductions in biodiversity.

Aboveground planproductivity

Irrigation and fertilization are used in agricultural operations to increaseggotaductivity (Conant

et al. 2001). Abandonment of these techniques could be expected to decrease the productivity of
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agricultural land, which was seen at the study site. Aboveground plant productivity, characterized
by photopoints, biomass samples, aneight measurements, was significantly lower for
abandoned cropland than for active cropland. This difference in productivity can be attributed to
the climatic characteristics of the study area and the water and nutrient requirements of the seeded

forage spcies.

Reductions in yields of forage crops are frequently related to water limitations and hot
temperatures (Undersander et al. 20Rittman et al. 1999). The Chilcotin region of B.C., is
characterized by hot, dry summeatiboaChilcotin Coasti Ovewiew 2021), conditions that

were shown by the temperature and precipitation data gathered throughout the duration of this
study. Without supplemental irrigation, soil moisture values reeaddirw throughout the growing
season, forage speciegere too resticted by water limitations, and productivityas severely
decreased. Water and nutrient availability can also influence levels of compensatory growth in
response to defoliation (Zhao et al. 2008). This effect was shown within the abandoned cropland
which produced much lower regrowth after mowing compared to active cropland. The
combination of intense defoliation, which was used to collect the biomass samples, and severe
drought caused plants within abandoned cropland to exhibit decreased growth (Zh200&)al.

The importance of irrigatiowas reinforced when looking at the productivity of abandoned
cropland in 2021, throughout which there was virtually no rainfall during the growing season.
Productivity was further reduced in this study year, with ghaittt's showing the plant community

to be composed majorly of standing litter Rspratensisplants went dormant due to moisture
limitations (Cook n.d.). From the measures of aboveground plant productivity observed in this
study, it appead as though irgation and fertilizationvere necessary in hot, dry regions such as

the Chilcotin in order to produce high yielding forage crops that are resilient to harvest.

Belowground productivity

Levels of belowground productivity were reduced by abandonmentigdition and fertilization
practices. This change miremtthe reductions seen in aboveground productivity which oedur

when forage species become water and nutrient restricted (Undersander et; 8itR@ah et al.
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1999). The difference in levels afat biomass between enclosuvess also partly due to species
composition. Legume species present throughout active croplanatatenseand M. sativg
contain large tap roots which g up more biomass than the rhizomatous root systeri®s of
pratensisthroughout the abandoned cropland (Bork et al 2@8&rk 2004). Utilizing irrigation
and fertilization promotbelowground production, contributing to the carbon pool of agricultural
land (Ziter and Macdougall 2013).

Foragequality

Abandonment of irrigation and fertilization had significant effects on forage quality. The biomass
samples collected within the actively irrigated and fertilized enclosure were of much higher forage
guality than those collected within abandoned croplais fieduction in forage quality seen in
abandoned pastuveasgreatly due to the difference in species composition and productivity seen
across these two enclosures. The forage species occupying the active cropland are all known for
their high compositiorof fibre and nutrients and level of palatability (St. John and Ogle ;2008
Ogle et al. 2011Undersander et al. 20119. pratensis while still a palatable grass, does not
contain enough nutrient value to compare to tha&.qgfratenseT. pratenseandM. sativa The
palatability and nutritive value d¢®. pratensigs substantially decreased when plants go dormant
during hot, dry conditions (Cassida and Kaatz 2019), resulting in a further reduction of forage
quality within the abandoned enclosure. Usinggation and fertilization to manage cropland
maintaired the presence and productivity of desired forage speevwbsch encouragd the

production of highguality forage.

Soil carbon, nitrogen, andrganicmatter

Changes in management affect levels af satrients, ultimately causing changes in carbon
storage (Conant et al. 2003). The abandoned enclosure saw lower levels of soil carbon, nitrogen,
and organic matter than actively irrigated cropland. Differences in these soil variables can be
attributed o the lower productivity and species composition of the abandoned enclosure. Levels
of soil carbon strongly correlate with plant productivity (Kunkel et al. 2011). The reductions in

aboveground and belowground productivity seen in the absence of irrigatidartilizationwere
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responsible for the decreased levels of soil carbon and organic matter within the abandoned
enclosure. Lowered levels of nitrogerere likely due to the lack of annual synthetic fertilizer
application and absence of nitrogieing plants.T. pratenseand M. sativaare both nitrogen

fixing species which provide nitrogen required for plant growth (St. John and Ogle 2008,
Undersander et al. 2011). Without nitrogfeqing species and the supplemental nitrogen provided
through fertilizaion, the soil nitrogen of abandoned croplamaslower than areas where these

two sources of nitrogen are available.

In this study, abandonment of irrigation and fertilization negatively impacted the soil community
and caused carbon losses. Continuediegpn of these practices can increase soil quality and
carbon sequestration, helping operations remain productive while offsetting some of their

greenhouse gas emissions.

CONCLUSION

It is well known, both throughout scientific literature and agrigalt practices, that irrigation and
fertilization enhance plant productivity, especially in regions with hot, dry climates. What is less
known is how agricultural land responds when it is abandoned by these practices. The transition
of land from an activglirrigated and fertilized system to abandoned cropland repessentajor
management change. This change was seen to negatively impact all studied aspects of plant and
soil communities. Without irrigation and fertilization, forage spegieseunable tde maintained

within the plant communitywhich increasedpotential for invasion. As forage species dwindled

and were replaced by cover Bf pratensisdecreases were seen in plant diversity, aboveground
and belowground plant productivity, forage qualégpd soil carbon, nitrogen, and organic matter,
andultimately causd decreases in the carbon storage of the landscape. The results of this study
provide support for the practices of irrigation and fertilization to enhance productivity and carbon
storage producing agricultural systems that favour rates of carbon sequestration. However, this
study has also revealed that agricultural abandonmesitan unfavourable land management
change. Water shortages and the high cost of synthetic fertilizer are cwonserns for the

agriculture industry of B.C., both of which could lead to the abandonment of irrigation and



81

fertilization from cropping systems throughout the province. As the negative impacts of such
abandonment have been shown, further research mestilee how landscapes can transition
from active to nosfrrigated, unfertilized cropland without experiencing the reductions in
productivity and carbon sequestration seen in this study. This will likely incorporate interventions
to move the cropping systemway from forage species with high nutrient and moisture
requirements to a plant community that is better suited to the natural environment, avoiding

invasion of unwanted species which threaten biodiversity, productivity, and carbon storage.
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Chapter 4 - RESEARCH CONCLUSIONS, MANAGEMENT
IMPLICATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH

RESEARCH CONCLUSIONS

The production of forage crops throughout British Columbia isyportant industry that provides
social, economic, and environmental benefits to the province and its cittaesg¢e & Company
Consulting Ltd2016). As the effects of climate change become more prominent, and the human
population continues to grow, faga productions will need to adjust practices to both adapt to and
mitigate changing environmental conditions while increasing crop production (Howden et al.
2007). Agricultural management techniques have potential to achieve this goal through increased
plant productivity and contributions to carbon sequestration (Conant et al. 2001). This study
examined three commonly used management techniques that have been shown to affect plant
productivity and soil properties of agricultural land: mowing, irrigatiord #artilization. The
specific objectives of this experiment were to 1) investigate the effects of mowing heigraga
productionand soil characteristics; and 2) to exanpant and soil responsesdabandonment of
irrigation and fertilizatio. These objectives were assessed through a-year field study

conducted on a perennial cropping system near Alexis Creek, B.C.

Key findings of field study

1 Mowing height caused variable effects offiorage species composition, plant

productivity, forage quality, and soil characteristicsof perennial cropping systems
Previous studies have shown that mowing is capdlakeying plant diversity and productivity
and forage qualitdepending on intensi (Yang et al. 2020Wiersma et al. 2007 Changes in
productivity have been shown to correlate with levels of soil carBomkel et al. 2011
Conant et al. 2001 causing increases in carbon sequestration of productive agricultural land
(Donovan 2013Conant et al. 2001 This study showed that in all cases, mowing stimulated
compensatory growth and increased plant productivity compared to that of unmowed areas.
There appeared to be a traafé between productivity and forage quality. Mowing at a low
cutting height increased productivity but lowered forage quality. High cutting heights produced

lower levels of productivity, but higher quality forage. Low cutting heights promoted increases
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in M. sativacover, and reduce®. pratensecover. This coincided wh studies that have
similarly examined the same forage species (Undersander et aj.\@&Ema et al. 2007).

Of all cutting heights, the 10 cm treatment produced the highest levels of plant productivity.
This high level 6 productivity correlated withevels of soil carbon, which were also highest

for the 10 cm mowing treatment.

1 Abandonment of irrigation and fertilization within a perennial cropping system

caused unfavourable plant community changes and declines in plant productivity,

forage quality, and soil carbon
Across B.C., irrigation and fertilization are used for the successful production of forage crops
(Commodiy 2014). These practices can impact landscapes both positively and negatively,
depending on how they are managed (Arroita et al.32@bnant et al. 2001). Asuch,
abandonment of these practices can also impact plant and soil characteristics of agricultural land.
Response to abandonment can be variable and is dependent upon management history and
environmental conditions (MacDonald at. 2000). This study examined abandonment of
irrigation and fertilization from a perennial cropping system in the intesfoB.C. Overall,
abandonment showed negative impacts on both plant and soil characteristics. Abandonment of
irrigation and fertiliation introduced severe moisture and nutrient limitations to the cropping
system, making it unable to support the seeded forage spBcipsatense, T. pratensand M.
sativg. As forage species declined, the potential for invasion increased. The adducdopland
wasdominated byP. pratensisand measures of diversity were drastically reduced compared to
that of active cropland. Water and nutrient limitations also decreased plant productivity; this effect
was exaggerated by dry conditions, which ageityc al | y seen throughout t
interior regions.The absence of forage species and low levels of productivity within abandoned
cropland corresponded with low forage quality. Along with the plant community, soil nutrients
were also negativelyimpacted by abandonment. Decreased levels of soil carbon, nitrogen, and
organic matter were seen as a result of decreased plant produthiwitgck of nitrogen inputs

from legume species and synthetic fertiljzmd low rates of decomposition.
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MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

Mowing

Mowing is a common practice in forage operations throughout B.C., utilized fdrathest of

crop material Commodity2014). The necessary use of this technique, along with its ability to
affect plant productivity\(van et al. 2016Han et al. 2014Wang et al. 2014Turner et al. 1993

Dyer et al. 199), forage quality (Wiersma et al0@7), and soil nutrients (Conant et al. 2001),
make it a valuable management tool for forage producers. This study identified a 10 cm cutting
height to produce highest levels of plant productivity, which correlated with increased levels of
soil carbon, nitbgen, and organic matter. This information should be considered in the
management of perennial cropping systems that are composed of similar forage species. As the
response to mowing height can greatly vary between species (Huhta et al. 2003), aeesfiect s

this studybetweerP. pratenseindM. sativg these resultsiay not be seen in dissimilar cropping
systems Before selecting a suitable cutting height, producers must also consider the production
goals of their cropping system regarding forage ywadsus forage quality. High cutting heights
produce lower yields of higher forage quality, while lower cutting heights yield greater @amount
of forage with lower forage quality{iersma et al. 20Q7 Timing of cut can also impact forage
yield and qualitydepending on what stage of growaterop is currently inili | et dl. 2019.
Producers should take this into consideration when applying mowing to best suit their forage yield

and quality requirements.

Future research should continue to explore thearesesto mowingof othercommonly cultivated

forage speciethroughout the provinc&his studyshowedthat mowing has potential to increase
productivity and soil carbon. Better understanding how different cropping systems respond to this
practice will provide information onhow to manage forage cropar optimum levels of plant
productivity and carbon sequestratidime soil response to mowing should be further examined

in order to better understand lotegym effects. Results from this study saw soil ruits correlate

with increased productivity caused by mowing. However, changes in soil characteristics often take
longer to develop (Yang et al. 2020). Examining the {targn effects of mowing on soil
characteristics will help confirm the correlation betweproductivity and rates of carbon

sequestration, helping ensure continued increases in soil nutrients as a response to mowing.
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Gaining a comprehensive understanding of crop and soil response to mowing throughout B.C. will
allow agricultural land to comtue producing quality forage while increasing the environmental

sustainability of the agricultural industry.

Use of irrigation and fertilization

The use of irrigation is common within the interior of Bi@educe water limitations and produce
succestul forage cropsCommodity2014). Fertilization also helps promote the growth of forage
species by providing necessary nutrients that are lacking in the natural soil (Undersander et al.
2011 St. John and Ogle 2008)he irrigation and fertilization managient regimes thavere
present on the active cropland of t hpeovidngudy s
the necessary nutrients for plants to exhibit a strong compensatory growth response, even at low
cutting heights. In cropping systs that are more restricted by access to these resources, a
different response to mowing may be seen. Future research should examine the response of
mowing in cropping systems with different irrigation and fertilizatioegimes throughout
different climatic regions of the provincehe need for irrigation depends on levels of precipitation
occurring throughout the growing season, which differs between theretiff regions of the
province (MNP LLP 2020Q. The ability to apply irrigation is becoming a concern for some
producers throughout B.C. as water licensing and environmental impacts affect access to surface
and groundwater New Requirements for Groundwaterséis 2022; Ference & Company
Consulting Ltd 2016 Tam et al. 200p Fertilization requirements also yaacross the province

as different soil types throughout B.C. differ in nutrient composifiéNP LLP 202Q. Synthetic
fertilizers areoftenrequired ad can be effectivehut are becomingnore expensiveprompting
producers to explorether fertilization options Ference & Company Consulting L2016.
Understanding how crops throughout B.C. respond to mowing under varying levels or different
technique®f irrigation and fertilization will provide insight on how necessary these practices are

in different areas of the province for successful forage production. This will allow producers to
explore options that work best in their region in order to redusts ¢o their operation while

maintaining crop production.
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Agricultural abandonment

The negative impacts of agricultural abandonment in this study irtludfavourable plant
community changes and decreases in plant productivity, forage quality, dndus@nts.
Abandonment of these practicesn occur for many reasqriscluding the inability to maintain
management techniquelsie to expenser limited availability of resource@MacDonald et al.

2000). As concerns regarding the ability to irrigate fantllize cropland arise, the potential for
abandonment of these techniques from agricultural land incre&s¥en¢e & Company
Consulting Ltd 2016). While this study showed the negative impacts that can occur from
abandonmenof irrigation and fertilizabn, it failed to experiment with ways to avoid them.
Further research shouikplore how cropland can transition from active to abandoned without
experiencing the negative impacts seen in this study. This may include introducing species that are
better sited to abandoned conditions. Establishment of these species could help to replace
previously dominant forage species and act to avoid invasion by weedy species that may be present
in the seed bank (Marriott et al. 2009). Response to abandonment wilittaglimatic conditions

(Deng et al. 2016), making it important to understand impacts of abandonment throughout all
regions of the province. The potential for abandonment to cause daedrepsatproductivity,
ultimately resulting incarbon losss (Derg et al. 2015 make itessential to understand how to

avoid such impacts when changing the management of agricultural land throughout B.C.
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Appendix A

FigureA.1: 2012Invoice from Okanagan Fertilizéor Newton Ranclshowing nutrient
composition and application rate of annual fertilizer.
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Appendix B
MIMATIC CENTER PIVOT APPLICATION CHART
Irigation | APPLICATION ~ TIMER APPLICATION  TIMER

| (INCHES)  (PERCENT)  (HOURS) | (INCHES)  (PERGENT) (HOURS)
70 : 71047
120 12052  |GrowSmart
1.30 130.56 | Fieldboss
1.40 14060 | Inputs:
1.50 150.65
1,60 160.69 45  GPM
170 170.73 621  Min
1.80 180.77 1176.7 no
190 190.82

t for centre pivot sprinkler system prese'nt'on fielcstuidly
enclosures

e

Figure B.1: Application char

Table B1: Sample Data from 2021 Irrigation Log

Date Time Hours at Set
start up percentage
11-May | 18:00 10702.13 35
12-May | 7:00 10705.43 35
14-May | 8:00 10728.28 35
22-May | 9:00 10740.6 35
30-May | 15:30 10765.3 35
14-Jun 12:00 10780.21 35

See below for sample calculation of approximate irrigation applied throughout a study month.
Total hours running in May = 10780.2110702. 31
= 77.90 hours

Circles completed in May = 77.90 hours / 30hbRirs/circle
= 2.585 circles

mm of water applied in May = 2.585 circles x 7.62 mm/circle
=19.70 mm
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Appendix C - ATTEMPTING TO QUANTIFY THE EFFECTS OF
RODENT AND INSECT HERBIVORY ON THE PRODUCTION OF
PERENNIAL CROPPING SYSTEMS

INTRODUCTION

Pest management is an important part of agricultural practices. Pests include insects, disease
organisms, weeds, rodents, birds, and wildFar(n Practic014). Pest infestations of any type

can result in huge expenses, either through loss of cropgtimaor cost of pesticide application.
Rancher 0s producti on |l argely depends on the

management is necessary to minimize costs to pest infestations.

Rodents, including mice, voles, rat, squirrels, and chipmurds, cause severe damage to
agricultural crops, resulting in major crop losses (Brown et al. 28@@ulture and Foo@015).

It is estimated that a single pair of mice can eat more than two kilograms of food ovenansix

period AGRI-FACTS 2005). Fromthis metric, it is apparent the effect rodent grazing can have

on crop production. Rodents eat both vegetative plant material as well as seeds, and damage to
crops caused by rodent grazing can occur at the level of seeding, plant growth, and feed storage.
Rodent species that are granivorous can cause poor germination as a result of seed consumption
while herbivorous rodents cause direct damage to plants by gnawing on tillers and leaves (Brown
et al. 2007Agriculture and Foo@015). Crop germination and gvth can also be hindered by the
construction of underground tunnels and runways that rodents use to navigate throughout fields.

The multitude of effects of rodent infestations makes their control a priority for ranchers.

There are many different managerhéechniques for dealing with these infestations, including

live or snap trapping, keeping feed storage areas clean, and sealing off buildings so rodents cannot
enter AGRI-FACTS2005). The previously listed strategies refer to management of areasthat ar
inside infrastructure and are relatively easy to monitor. At a larger scale, for instance multiple
fields used for crop production, rodent infestations can be harder and more expensive to monitor
and control. Possible management strategies include geedity and evenly to ensure rapid
establishment of vegetation, increasing seeding rates, sowing seeds as deep as possible, and the

use of a rodenticid®GRI-FACTS2005). These larger scale management strategies can be costly,
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requiring the purchase ofrtger quantities of seed, a supply of rodenticide, and the labour costs
associated with these strategies. Often, ranchers will have to make a decision about whether the

cost of the infestation is worth the cost of the management strategy.

Removal of animal is generally thought to reduce the amount of damage caused by these pests;
however little research has been done to confirm this assumption (Brown et al. 2007). Previous
research has attempted to quantify the effects of rodent infestations on crajes ito qustify the
implication of management strategies. Brown et al. (2000) studied the impacts of rodent pests on
crop costs and damage. Crop damage was estimated by counting the number of damaged tillers
within a sample. They found a relationship betwesdent abundance and crop damage. A second
study by Brown et al. (2007) further investigated this relationship using simulated rodent grazing.
This work produced a linear relationship between the two variables of crop damage and rodent
abundance, yet thitheory remains to be validated. Excluding rodents from fenced plots and
regularly monitoring the enclosed area is a potential way to validate this theory (Brown et al.
2007). Having an area where rodents are excluded allows the direct comparison tehareas
rodents are present, allowing the assessment of rodent damage. Ifpebemit areas are also
monitored for rodent density, information would also be given on the relationship between crop

damage and rodent abundance.

Insects are another padtconcern for ranchers in British Columbia as they can weaken plants by
feeding on their seeds, leaves, or roots (NC State University Department of Entomology 2005). In
the CariboeChilcotin region, the pests causing the most forage destruction areqyassh) clear

winged Camnula pellucidaand migratory Kelanoplus sanguininggMinistry of Agriculture

2015). These species are present every year, usually only causing light damage. However, when
large outbreaks occur, extensive damage can be dohe.@tlcotin, large grasshopper outbreaks
have been recorded in every decade since the 1890s (Climate Action Initiative 2018). Various
management strategies exist to deal with grasshopper infestations. Cultural control methods
include sowing seeds earlgtating crops, and tillage. These methods attempt to protect crops
against grasshoppers without utilizing any chemical controls. If the cultural control methods are
not successful at preventing an infestation, chemical control is likely the only optinistfiyliof

Agriculture 2015). Chemical control methods include a range of insecticides, varying for different
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types of crops. These insecticides can be quite expensive, and it is suggested that ranchers only
utilize them when the cost of controlling theewsis less than or equal to the cost of forage loss
(Ministry of Agriculture 2015). This again leaves ranchers with a decision to make regarding pest

management strategies.

Pest infestations can cause major crop losses to agricultural producersuBettestanding the

effects of rodents and insects on crop production will provide valuable information on crop losses.
This can help producers decide whether implementing pest control is worth the cost and at what
level of infestation these pest managenwmdtegies should be applied to prevent crop losses
(Hangay et al. 2008). Quantifying the effects of pests on crop production remains an important
guestion in agricultural research. More research on these pests is needed in order to provide
farmers with rmnagement options and reduce global food security risk (Donatelli et al. 2017). This
Appendix attempts to quantify the effects of rodent and insect herbivory on the production of
perennial cropping systems. Quantifying the amount of crop yield lost te fests will allow

producers to assess the benefit of controlling these pests compared to the cost of crop losses.

METHODS

Sitelocation

This research took place at the established study site on Newton Ranch, within the irrigated,
fertilized enclosurésee Chapter 2). Within three blocks of the irrigated enclosure, additional 2 m

x 2 m study plots included areas in which rodent and insect exclusion measures were taken. These
plots were each assigned a mowing height at which they were mowed at foratiendaf the

study. See Tabl€.1 for a list of additional treatments added.
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Table C.1: List of pest exclusion treatments and corresponding treatment codes added within
irrigated, fertilized enclosure.

Code Treatment

XMO Small mammafencing, insecticide,
and mowed at 0 cm

XM10 Small mammal fencing, insecticide
and mowed at 10 cm

XM20 Small mammal fencing, insecticidg
and mowed at 20 cm

XM30 Small mammal fencing, insecticide
and mowed at 30 cm

Rodentexclusion

In order toexclude rodents from plot areas, exclusion fencing was established around the perimeter
of all XM treatment plots in May 2020. This fencing consisted of wire hardware cloth dug
approximately 30 centimetres into the ground and extended thirty centimbtres ground
surface. Tin flashing was attached to the top of the mesh around the perimeter of the plot, extending
outwards approximately 15 centimetres, to prevent rodents from climbing over top of the fencing
(Figure C.1). This fencing design was modedigr Animex® small mammal fencing, which is
frequently used by conservation and construction industries to exclude unwanted animals
(Animex® 2020).
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Figur C.1: tudyp srrodedb dnt exclusion fencing.
Once exclusion fencing was establisHea trapping occurred within each enclosed plot to ensure
the removal of all unwanted animals from within the plot area. Trapping protocols follow those
suggested by the Ministry of Environment, Lands, and Parks (1®@88)entory small mammals.

The trgoping interval occurred for three days. No animals were captured throughout this trapping

interval, so the excluded plots were deemed to be rdomt

Rodentactivity monitoring

Track tunnels were uséd monitor rodent activity within the study ptoafter the trapping interval

had ended. Track tunnels consisted -@feh polyvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic piping cut in half

and secured to a piece of plywood (31 cm x 12cm). Inside these structures, an ink pad and paper
were placedo record an animal'sracks when they pass through the tunnel, recording their
presence within the plot (see Figure C.2). The ink used for this experiment was a mixture of ferric
nitrate, polyethylene glycol, a natenaturing detergent, and water, following the recipe frongKi

and Edgar (1977). The trackcording paper consisted of brown Kraft paper sprayed with a

mi xture of 5% tannic acid and 75% ethanol, al
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Fiue C.2: Track tunnel design: A) P pipiatached to plywood, B) Ink pad and paper setup
showing resulting rodent prints.

Every two weeks the track tunnel papers were replaced, and the ink pad was replenished with fresh
ink. The removed papers were s cobr(seadFigwed@3. a O6r
If rodent activity was noted within a plot that was surrounded by rodent exclusion fencing, fencing
would be patched at places of suspected rodent entry and another trapping interval would occur
within the plot. Rodent activity monitorgnoccurred from May to September 2020 and May to
August 2021. Rodent abundance was summarized by taking the average of ratings given to each

track tunnel paper at a certain time interval throughout the duration of the study.
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Insectexclusion

Insects were excluded from all XM treatment plots using an insecticide treatment. The product
used was 50% Malathion liquid insecticide produced by Superior Cdtinducts. Application
occurred every two weeks following the application rate specified on the product label, scaled
down to reflect the 2 x 2 m area of study plots. The resulting mixture was 10 mL of insecticide
mixed with 3 L of water. 250 mL of this xture was applied evenly to each XM plot using a
vacuum sprayer bottle. Insecticide application took place from May to August of 2020 and 2021.
Malathion was selected as it is a recommended insecticide for alfalfa crops for the control of
grasshoppers, wth are a priority pest within the region of the study (Ministry of Agriculture
2015).

Insectmonitoring

At the time of vegetation survey throughout study years, plants within all study plots were

inspected for signs of insect herbivory. Insect herbiwvesg recorded as present or absent for all



10C

vegetation surveys. Insect activity was summarized by taking the percent of plots that had seen
insect herbivory at time of vegetation survey at each individual sampling event.

Mowing application

Due to the presee of the exclusion fencing, all XM treatment plots were unable to be mowed
using the tractor and discbine mower as M treatment plots were. Instead, mowing was carried out
using a STIHL FS 40 Grass Trimmer, using a ruler to measure to the appropriatg feeitjht

(see Fig. C.4). All resulting clippings were then removed from the plot area using a rake.

Figure C.4: XM treatment plot being mowed using a STIHL FS 40 Grass Trimmer
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Collection offield data

Throughout 2020 and 2021 growing seasons, data on plant species diversity, aboveground and
belowground plant productivity, forage quality, and soil chemical and physical characteristics were
collected. All protocols for XM treatment plots were consisteith the protocols detailed in
Chapter 2.

Statisticalanalyses

All statistical analyses and figures were produced using R for Statistical Computing, version
1.4.1103 fAWax Begoniado (R Core Team 2021). I n
Plant diversity, productivity, forage quality, and soil characteristics were analyzed using mixed
effect model from the Al medd package. For al/l
compare between XM and M treatment effects. Timing, block, andimgoireatment were all
included as random variables. Tukeyd6s HSD post

the Aemmeanso package.

RESULTS

Rodentmonitoring

Rodent abundance was recorded and summarized from track tunnel papers throughanoti2020
2021 (Figure C.5). Throughout both years, unfenced plots saw consistently higher levels of rodent
abundance than plots that were surrounded by rodent exclusion fencing. However, fenced plots

still saw rodent activity throughout the duration of thelgtu
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FigureC.5: Rodent abundance scaled from track tunnel papers within plots that had been fenced
with rodent exclusion fencing and unfenced plots throughout A) 2020 and B) 2021.

Insectmonitoring

Signs of insect herbivory seen within study plotsevescorded at the time of vegetation survey
throughout the duration of the study. The percentage of surveys showing signs of herbivory are
displayed in Table C.2. At all survey dates, higher percentages of M plot vegetation surveys
showed signs of insecelbivory than XM plot surveys. However, a notable percentage of XM

plots also showed signs of herbivory at all sampling dates, except for August 2021.
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Table C2: Percentage of plant surveys showing signs of insect herbivory recorded at each
sampling event throughout study duration.

Survey Date
2020 2021
Treatment June August June August
Surveys with XM 37.50 20.83 12.50 0.00
visual insect
herbivory M 52.08 69.79 37.50 20.83
(%)

Plant community diversitgnd composition

No differences due to pest exclusion treatments were seen for plant community diversity and

composition.

Aboveground plant productivity

No differences due to pest@usion was seen for biomass production throughout the duration of

the study.

Plant height was shown to be affected by pest exclusion treatments. XM plots showed significantly
taller shoot height than M plots (F = 19.32, p <0.0001, Figure C.6).
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Figure C.6: Plant height grouped by treatment and timing, comparing between plots that had
been excluded from pests and plots where pests were pesenhars represent 95%
confidence intervalssignificant differences are denoted by different lowezdatiers as
determined by pogtoc Tukey test following ANOVA (p<0.05).

Belowground plant productivity

No differences due to pest exclusion treatments were seen for values of root biomass.

Soil characteristics

No differences due to pest exclusioratraents were seen for soil carbon, nitrogen, or organic

matter.
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DISCUSSION

Limited effects on plant productivityvereseen due to pest exclusion measures in this study. This
was likely for two reasons: 1) Pests were not completely excluded from study plots throughout the
duration of the study, and 2) pests were not present at high enough volumes to cause declines in

crop yields.

Both rodent and insect exclusion measures wareessful at lowering levels of pest activity seen
within XM plots compared to M plots. However, pests were not completely excluded, and some
levels of both rodent and insect activity were seen throughout both study years. Because rodents
and insects weraot properly excluded from any plots, differences in productivity cannot be
equated to activity from these pests. Pests were also not seen at high volumes outside of the
excluded plots, further increasing the unlikelihood of pest activity causing theeddtein plant

height seen in this experiment.

A more likely explanation for the difference in plant heiglasthe effect of shading caused by

the rodent exclusion fences. These fences protruded high above ground level and with attached tin
panels, cawed a fair amount of shading on the pest exclusion plots. The shaded conditions caused
increases in competition for light, which is a major resource within plant communities (Grime
1979). Taller plants have better access to light and thus competitioghfofavours increases in

plant height (Westoby et al. 2002), which occurred within plots surrounded by rodent exclusion
fencing. This increase in heighdroeat a cost. Metabolic investments shifted to grow tall stems
and associated support structures,rel@sing investments in other areas of growth, such as
increasing leaf area or number of stems (Westoby et al. 2002). This was seen in this experiment
when shading caused a significant increase in plant height, but no differences were seen for

biomass prodction.
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CONCLUSION

Pests were not able to be successfully excluded from study areas and thus tloé raifiectt and

insect herbivory on perennial crop production was unable to be assessed. Further research should
explore methods of pest exclusion that are capable of completely removing pest activity from study
areas to properlgssesslamages caused toops as a result of rodent and insect presence. It was
shown that the rodent exclusion fencing utilized for this experiment caused significant shading.
Future design of exclusion fencing should account for these effects. While pest management
remains an imprtant strategy within the agricultural industry, this experiment was unable to

produce meaningful results pertaining to this issue.
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Appendix D - Detailed Site Maps

Legend
1 — Active Study Enclosure
2 — Abandoned Study Enclosure

Figure D.1: Location of study enclosures within study field, satellit imagery provided by iMap
BC.

X
Figure D.2: Layout of study blocks within active enclosure, satellite imagery provided by iMap
BC.
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Figure D3: Assignment of mowing treatments witheach study block of the active enclosure,
displaying randomized block design.



