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Figure 2. Forage yield and quality parameters across treatments in the Field Flooded System. Treatments: Urea, Azospirillum,
Azospirillum + arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (AMF), Control, AMF alone, HyperCycle high rate, and HyperCycle low rate
where applicable. (A) Forage yield (metric tons per acre) showed no significant differences among treatments (NS). (B) Crude
protein content (% dry matter basis) did not differ significantly across treatments (NS). (C) Acid detergent fiber (ADF, %) was
similar among treatments with no significant differences (NS). (D) Total digestible nutrients (TDN, % dry matter basis) also

showed no significant variation among treatments (NS).
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