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Table 1
of millet field after spraying 25 days

Control effect of herbicide on weed

T

LSRR
i3/ B/ % TN wmpa v

Control effect

(mL+ehm?) Control effect Fresh weight

on monocoty
control effect

Treatments  on dicotyledon

ledonous
weeds
weeds
750 59.70 53. 86 72.53
1500 66. 29 61.71 76. 21
2250 80. 35 76.03 81.13
3000 83.02 71.63 82.13
4500 85.93 81. 68 83.16

5245 40 d J5 X B I 2% BRI I 4 B bk
W7 25 f I 1 & 4 500 mL« hm? &b B 89. 04 % #iI
85. 43 F B AN 86. 437,
*k2 BHIOIENESFHERENBHBRIR
Table 2 Control effect of herbicide on weed

of millet field after spraying 40 days

oI B
WS- I 2 B
FUARE ma v

%0/
Fresh weight

4k 38/ BB/ %

Control effect

) Control effect
(mL<hm?)
on monocoty

Treatments on dicotyledon control effect
ledonous
weeds
weeds
750 70.49 67.07 79. 64
1500 74.90 72.97 81.42
2250 84.43 79. 20 84.78
3000 86.58 81. 20 85. 80
4500 89. 04 85.43 86.43
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Fig. 1 Effect of different concentrations of atrazine

on dry matter accumulation of foxtail millet
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Fig. 2 Effect of different concentrations of atrazine

on plant height of foxtail millet
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Fig. 3 Effect of different concentrations of atrazine

on leaf area of foxtail millet
x3 AEARENEFHEEHR
Table 3 Yield-increasing effect of different

treatments on millet

AEFL/ (mlebm®) 7R/ Cgehm) B/ %

Treatments Yield Yield-increasing rate

750 3795 28.43

1500 4005 35.53

2250 4560 54. 31

3000 4335 46.70

4500 4065 37.56
NN 5250 77.66

CK 2955 -
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Control Effect of Different Concentrations of Herbicide
Atrazine on Weed in Foxtail Millet Field

CAO Xiao-ning, WANG Jun-jie,LIU Si-chen, WANG Hai-gang,QIAO Zhi-jun
(Institute of Crop Germplasm Resources of Shanxi Academy of Agricultural Sciences/Key
Laboratory of Crop Gene Resources and Germplasm Enhancement on Loess Plateau, Ministry
of Agriculture /Shanxi Key Laboratory of Genetic Resources and Genetic Improvement of
Minor Crops, Taiyuan, Shanxi 030031)

Abstract: The control effect of different concentrations of herbicide atrazine (before seedling after sowing) on
weed in foxtail millet field was compared, which provide theoretical basis for screening suitable herbicides con-
centration for foxtail millet production. As a result,after spraying 25 d and 40 d, plant control effect and fresh
weight control effect were the best by 4 500 mL «hm?® processing, and fresh weight control effect reached
83.16% and 86. 43%. Compared with spraying water (CK), yield-increasing effect was the best by
2 250 mLehm? processing,increase rate was 54. 31% , following 3 000 mL+hm?. Therefore, 2 250 mL+hm?
was the best concentration of herbicide atrazine for millet production.

Keywords: foxtail millet; herbicide atrazine; control effect
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Evaluation of Uncertainty of Determination
of Available Phosphorus in Soil

NIU Hong-hong. MENG Fan-lei,ZHANG Guo-hui,CAI Yu-hong
(Institute of Agricultural Quality Standards and Testing Technology,Jilin Academy of Agri-
cultural Sciences,Changchun,Jilin 130033)

Abstract; In order to improve the level of the determination results of available P in soil,taking the common cal-
careous soil in north, using sodium bicarbonate extraction and acid molybdenum antimony chromogenic meth-
od,mathematics model was built, measurement uncertainty elements was identified, evaluate uncertainty degree
and compound and extension uncertainties of available phosphorus content were evaluated according to (NY/T
148-1990 determination method of available phosphorus in calcareous soil) and (JJG178-2007 Spectrophotome-
ter); The results showed that when p=0. 95, extension uncertainty was 0. 43 mg+kg' (k=2).

Keywords: soil ; availablephosphorus; evaluation of uncertainty
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