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Table 1 Tes fomula of chenical weedicide in soving seed and transferring seedling nursery
/
(mL m 2) (mL m~ %)
y 1 23.5% 0. 045 50% 0.112
2 23.5% 0.067 50% 0.135
3 23.5% 0.090 ck 0
’ 4 90%% 0. 045 10 +20% 0.090+ 0. 157
. N 5 90%% 0.067 11 + 0.090+ 0. 157
6 90%% 0.090 12 + 0.135+0. 157
7 50%% 0.067 ck 0
. 3
’ 2
90% 3 . o N
Table 2 Weeding rate of every formula in sowing seed and trandeming seedling nursery
/¢ o'm™2) /% / C 'm™2) /%
1 55 72 1 8 53 73 1
’ 2 38 810 9 37 811
o 3 25 815 ck 1%
, 4 73 63 2 10 100 918
5 52 737 11 59 952
’ 6 32 836 12 84 93 2
7 90 543 ck 1226
’ ’
3
83. 6%, Table 3 Weeding rate of various treated plot of Ginkgo bilbba nursery
80. 1%0. /Com)
212 REHE9H 750 mL"hm 2 900 mL."hm 2 1050 ml.*hm 2 ok
1 1 16 10 4 103
, 2 13 2 )
3 9 4 91
23. 59
A ’ 4 8 1 65
3 , by 4 27 11 31
. /% 86.10 91 &4 %. 68
2
6.0 m, . F=T7123"",
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, 4 , LOm, 30d ¢ 3).
Q ; .
(1 050mL hm ). 96. 68 %0 30d 3
2.2 ( )
2.21 &FFIFNFRE 525 m', :
(Digitaria sanguinalis) (Elevsine indica ) (Setaria spp.)

(Silene conoidea) . (Amaranthus retrifle ) « (Veronica peregrina) (Portulaca oleracea )
. 3 . 0.033 m’. 4 28 .5
28 ) 13% 6.9% . 3 (A, B,

C): 30mL, 3 7mlL, 4.5mL 750 mL, s 0.6 mL 750 mL, D,
. 6 14 s 4,
4 , 2
, 4
55. 81 %~ 69. 84 % Table 4 Weeding rate of various treatment for kwn
/%
’ I I I
. A 411 77 01 . 15 67.09
2.22 R IAL A X 69 B 55. 64 72 41 81. 47 6. 84
i C 487 60 92 87. 26 65. 68
D 2%.31 74 71 6. 41 55.81
(Zephyranthes candida) .
(Ophigpogon japonicus )
(Dichondra repens) 3 , , 6 3 . 6 1
, LOm’, A 23.5% 0. 12 mL 52.5 mlL , B 235%
0.12ml.  45¢ . C 182% 0029g  45¢g :
D 182% 0.0396¢g 45 ¢ . E 5%
225 45 , F o 50% 0Bml  525ml . G
ck, 52.5 mL
: : 2 , 0.04 m.
5.
5 ,D , 182% 0.089 6 g°m 45 g .
, . 92 19%. 2.5% 0 12mL°m ° 525mL 45 g
, 50% 0.33 mL
‘m’ 525mL 5
86. 1450 ~ 8. 6603 Table 5 Weeding rate of various treatment for wver plants
s 75. 45%. /%
3
85.65%. A & 23 90 12 87. 62 8 66
)3 B 87. 48 88 33 . 47 8 43
c 8. 74 82 74 8. 63 8. 04
2.3.1 £ 4 (Phyllostachys D %, 88 93 22 . 147 @ 19
pubagcens) e , E 73.07 78 57 A 75. 45
2 a ’ , F 87.33 88 09 &. 01 8. 14
30 , 8.96 86 85 .15 85. 65

(Ewgu. muricata ) . #4



308 2001 9

(Lorapetalum chinensis) - (Rubus spp.)- (Rhododendron mariesii) - (Pleiobiastus
amanis ) - (Lespedeza spp )+ (Euscaphis japonica) - (Rhododendron simsiiplanch) .
(Mallotus japonica ) « (Smilax riparia ) (Diospyros kaki var. silvestris) . 3 1
, A 15% 15. 0 mL+10% 4.5ml, B 10% 6. 75 mL+10%
45ml, C 10% 20. 24 mL, 2.2 ke . 0m’, 199 8 27
.10 21 : 2 : 0.25m’.
; A «C . %. 25 %
. M ; B ) 95. 54 %; C ,
79. 13%, .
2.3.2 R3A (Pinus elliottii) #F B 6 1 , 30m.
: A 15% 33.2ml, B 10% 45 ml, C 10% 10
mlL, D 10% 45 mL+10% 30ml, E  15% 10 mL+1% 3mL, F 15%
10 mL+-10% 3mL+10% 45 ml, L5 kg . 1999 8 29 ,
10 28 s ) .
s F B , F , 5% 10 mL+10% 3
mL+10% 45 ml, 92.2%., ; A, D E s
74.2%6 ~T1.9%; B C , 55. 8% ~61. 6%.

3 LTS

b b Al b b
91% ) 87.5%.
b b b
¢ 6), ) 90. 0% ,
83.4%.
b
6
’ ’ Table 6 Analysis on benefit of chemical weeding
’ % %
’ .6 80.6
8.3
. . &. 9 83.4
47.5 55.0
b
0. 0 67.7
b ’
6. 0 40.0
b
b b b
b
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Application of chemical herbicides in forestry

HE Yunfang's GAO Li-dan’, SHI Lingling’, ZHENG Guo-liang’, JIN Pei-ying’s GAO Zhi-hui’
(1. Forest Station of Seeds and Nursery Stocks Forestry Department of Zhejiang Provinces Hangzhou 310020, Zhejiang;
China; 2. Populanization Center of Forestry Science and Technology of Zhejiang Provinces Hangzhou 310020, Zhejiang,
Ching 3. Forest Enterprise of Shengzhou City, Shengzhou 312400 Zhejiang, China; 4. Forest Enterprse of Wuyi
County, Wuyi 321200 Zhejiang, China; 5. Forest and Water Enterprise of Yuhang Districk Hangzhou 310100
Zhejiang, China; 6. Zhejiang Foresiry Academy, Hangzhou 310023, Zhejiang, China)

Abstract; Studies were carried out on application of more than 10 kinds of herbicides such as Gaol, Acetochlor
Butylochlor, Paraguat and Sulfometuron methyl in nursery garden, lawn and forest land. chemical herbicides
should be rationally selected and applied, according to the different purpose of weed control. Herbicides, which
were mixed to be applied, would make a better weed control effect. For example, if Gaol, Acetochlor
Butylochlor was added to Paraguat, respectively, the weed control effect would be better than using individually,
and weed control rates were more than 91%). The sensibility of most plants is different to herbicides, so most of the
herbicides can kill weed, and protect the goal plants. However, irrational application of hebicides could make
goal plants to be damaged.
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