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Origin (1, 4)

Introduced from the University of Hawaii by CSIRO in 1954, under the name El Salvador Ekoa
and given the number C.P.I 18623. It was included with 38 other Leucaena accessions in nursery trial
at Samford, QId., from 1955-1958 (1, 4). It has been used in many experimental plantings at other
centres in Queensland and was released by the Queensland Pasture Liaison Committee for commercial
usein 1962. Because of itsinferior agronomic characters compared with cv. Peru, it has not been
widely used.

Mor phological description (1, 4)

This cultivar produces an erect tall plant with very little basal branching and, under good
conditions at Samford, Qld., may attain a height of 3.7 m during the season but without much lateral
spread. It has a strong tendency to grow rapidly beyond the reach of grazing cattle unless cut back.
Regrowth after grazing or cutting also tends to grow erect and be sparsely branched. Leaves are larger
than those of the Hawaiian type, while heads, pods, and seeds resembl e those of that commercial line.
Stem tips and young pods may be either glabrous or pubescent. Number of seeds/kg approximately 26
500.

Agronomic characters

Region of adaptation similar to cv. Peru (4) but dry matter and protein yieldsareless (3, 6). Ina
cutting trial at Samford in 1958-59, cv. El Salvador yielded 6557 kg of edible dry matter/ha with a
protein yield of 1918 kg/ha (3). Maximum growth rate (10-11 kg dry matter/ha per day) isalso less
than Peru (6).

El Salvador flowers late mid season, alittle earlier than Peru with a peak in February at Samford
(1, 3). Seed production is reported to be higher than Peru in Queensland (1, 3) but no better than that
cultivar near Darwin (6). It has similar specific rhizobial requirementsto cv. Peru (5, 7). Contrary to
previous reports, there is no significant difference in mimosine content as compared with other
cultivars (2). Disadvantages of this variety for grazing areitstall erect growth and paucity of
branching in the lower part of the plant (1).
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