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The Current Situation of Fertilization and Its Evaluation of
Quzhou Apple Orchard

ZHAO Na' ,LIU Quan-qing® , CHEN Yan-jun', LI Xue-li'
(1. Resources Environment and Food Security Research Center of China Agricultural Univer-
sity,Beijing 1001935 2. Hebei Academy of Agriculture and Forestry Sciences, Shijiazhuang,
Hebei 050051)

Abstract: In order to better understand the orchard management status of Quzhou county in Hebei province and
make better management recommendations, the yield, fertilization and other management aspects of some or-
chard in the process of providing technical services to farmers in Quzhou - CAU high yield and efficiency dem-
onstration base were investigated. The results showed that the phenomenon of excessive fertilization was com-
mon, phosphorus and potassium content in the soil were too high;the amount of organic fertilizer and micro fer-
tilizer wer too small; the period and manner of fertilization were not reasonable,which resulted in low utilization
rate of fertilizer.
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Table 1 Herbicides treatment and dosages

Ak ¥ I 355550 44 ik A BON Sy EbiReS
Treatment Herbicides name Effective ingredient dosages Herbicides application method
1 S s 1080g+hm + 32 kb B
2 K e 2, A i 100 g+hm™ + 4 b B
3 S R 432 gehm? A s b B
4 G T 15 gehm™? s YLEL
5 2. 4-D S ig 750 gehm™ + 1 4b P
6 2.4-D T Hig 684 g+hm? R YLPL
7 TR e T e 144 g+hm™ d-Hehk
8 SR fre B gk + 2 Bl 375 g+hm?2+1782 g+hm™ + 34k B
9 &S 9 B - 222 gehm?+116 gehm? + s 4k
10 A TR T N R 480 g+hm?+250 gehm? + 4 b T
11 LW +2.4-D 2700 g+hm? 4525 gehm? + HE4b 7R
12 i K 600 kgehm? + 4 b T
13 SR e e ik 325 gehm® 25 4b B
14 F i iz e Tk 375 g+hm? 250 b 7
15 R B ik 60 g+hm? 250 4h B
16 SRR 2 TR 60 g+hm? 250 b R
17 KB 1080 g+hm™? 22t 4b 3
18 K I 2, A i 75 g+hm? 22 gk B
19 S B 1080 gehm ENL QiR
20 [ & 98 g+hm? 20 b 7
21 I e T 252 gehm? 220t b 7
22 EEiNEs 132 g+hm? 22 gk B
23 MR R 57 gehm? 220 b 3R
24 SRS e O R R S A 149 gehm?+41 g+hm” 4297 g+hm™ 2kt 4k
25 I B R T 252 gehm?2+1080 g+hm™? 25t 4b 3
26 o R0 R+ KB 98 g+hm* 41080 g+hm™* 2R 4b 3
27 s R R+ K B 113 g+hm?+1080 g-hm? &0t 4k B
28 17 A0 i T KR SRR e gk 65 g+hm? 4936 gehm?+188 g+hm? 220 b 7
29 15 K 225 kgehm? ZEN ik B
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Table 2 Phytotoxicity grading standards
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Phytotoxicity grade Phytotoxicity symptoms description

0 %% 0 level 55 KO0 BR A R — 3
14% 1 level FRE o 5 5 RE RS ]
2 9% 2 level iRy 33T I AN SR IR

AE MR UH o %% Ak o 25 FF B5OHL L i ol B
34 3 level ‘

JE L R s R AR

FEBR A DR A K, T 7 R ol g gk
4 9% 4 level

R BT AR R
5% 5 level T RRIET

S FRE 2y JE 15,30 d dk 47 25 3 A L )8 A 5 X
K5 VA R REALE 5 A, AT H 1 m® AR
s . WA A A4S SR T AR N K Ok B
W Ve R R 2 ERE

HER SR 6 W24 E g WS h A
N B FEFTE LM AT b bR i CHLER 2)

2 RS0
2.1 TIEEAMBIGFIBHRILL B

M 3 F AT LA IR 20 d 5 IEE K G
KRER2 G0, Ier, Ab3 8 FUh i 5 ik A 2K
43375 gehm” + 2 E A R 41 782 gohm”
Xof 7 I 4% 5 (18 7 R A58 SR e A (96, 2060 HLX =387
)42 S 20k TR Al e 5 (89. 6 %6, HL X 3 3 i U i -
HRE ) B R — % (84, 3%0) . S F AN A WU 4
1 080 gehm” Xt“ =B fY Ik Z (87. 9%, Ab#f
3 B feft P A R R AT RO Sy 432 g e hm X 4 4%
AR 17 R 42 35 €95 5.0 » B RCRS b TR A 6 R B9 98
ik Bl Bk A R A3 375 gehm” 4 BT RN Y 1
782 gehm P G, ADEE 4 GEME G R G R UL R 2%
B B R i v (97. 5 %0 AR 2% I 4 i AR G 458 il 1
. AREES5 ) 2,4-D 53 FE A SR 4 750 g+ hm?
XoF AL ] P 2 B 1 7 548 s 38 93, 900, T ik
WK G HBEER 2,4-D, (HIEX =375 4
BB R, H S i) B A B il R T o

WA 3 40 d IEHEREAFE S5 &AM
B, DERT 2GR EE (LR D5 20 d BFBEROAE A
[ RR T i o 8425 Kb B R X AN [R) 2% B ) B 3P 45
5 Z RiARAL . Hod . A3 8 S i o ik A 50 o3
375 gehm® + A RN ST 1 782 g « hm * X X 78
M2 B 75 A R0 (100 YO AT i T e Ak B, X =
BB R (76%0) . 40 d BFARER 1 Fm A
AR AL 53 1080 gehm® X = 327 (1) B 2 & w55 (O
77.5%),

AL UL AT A A PR A AT H AT R
LHFREA RS> 2 700 gehm™ +2,4-D R85
525 gehm® (b3 11) ¥ 55 07 vk (i FH Uk i ik
AR 4y 375 g+ hm? 5 5 % B A S0 4
1 080 gehm? &t 525 g+ hm?2,4-D 1] % i uf
Z BE B T A i B o A5 S [R) B R B B A =
37 HLA A B o BRAR AR RO . SN B
BTG RS 432 gohm P AR & B A O Sy
2 700 gehm* W 0] ££ JL-F- AN B A XF R i 4% 55 (19
A SR B [) B R T 8 v XoF 78 ) B A

45



IR

2k

Rk X #H F 14

F 3 LEEAIE 20 d BRBARIELER

Table 3 Comparison on control effect of soil treatment for 20 days

b 3 2% %44

Treatment Phytotoxicity grade

A M4 H Grassy weeds

B %% Control effect/ %

H UL M 245 Broadleaf weeds “=3¢”“The three weeds’

1 1 83.0
2 1 90. 5
3 1 95.5
4 1 11.7
5 2 58.1
6 1 50. 1
7 2 91.0
8 1 96. 2
9 1 58.2
10 2 89.0
11 1 86. 6
12(CK1) - —

80. 8 87.9
86.5 63.7
82.4 80.5
97.5 80. 6
93.9 79.3
91.5 77.8
91.9 79.3
84.3 89.6
66. 6 50.5
90. 9 80. 6
83.6 80.5

FA4 TEEAIE 40 d BRBIRIEE R

Table 4 Comparison on control effect of soil treatment for 40 days

b 3 2 7 L Bii%k/ % Control effect

Treatment Phytotoxicity grade 78 M2 B Grassy weeds & UL 2% B Broadleaf weeds “=3¢”“The three weeds’
1 1 89.1 83.8 77.5
2 1 86. 6 84.3 54.6
3 1 91.5 80. 3 75.2
4 1 11.2 95.0 76.0
) 1 55.6 91.5 69.1
6 1 48.0 89.2 68.9
7 1 89.2 90. 6 73.1
8 1 100. 0 82.0 76.0
9 1 55.7 64.9 68. 8
10 1 85.3 88.5 69.0
11 1 83.0 81.5 68.9

12(CK1) - - - -
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Table 5 Comparison on control effect of foliage treatment for 15 days

Lb 3R 2 Ly B7%% /% Control effect

Treatment Phytotoxicity grade 78 24 B Grassy weeds LI 24 B Broadleaf weeds “ =3%” ¢ The three weeds’
13 1 — 85.7 84.2
14 2 — 97. 4 88.0
15 2 — 87.1 83.9
16 2 — 90.0 86.5
17 2 — 84.1 78.8
18 2 84. 4 95. 6 82.8
19 2 74.4 84.9 85.2
20 2 97.7 — —
21 1 98. 7 — —
22 1 95.0 — —
23 1 92.2 — —
24 2 91.3 82.1 43.5
25 1 99.5 88.5 87.2
26 1 94. 3 81.5 85.5
27 2 90. 2 72.9 86. 8
28 2 92.5 90.1 74.6

29(CK2) - — — -

R 6 ZEMAIE 30 d HRBARIEE R
Table 6 Comparison on control effect of foliage treatment for 30 days

Ak 3 2EEY Bi%/ % Control effect

Treatment Phytotoxicity grade ZE M- H Grassy weeds [# M- Broadleaf weeds “=3”‘The three weeds’
13 1 — 76.8 77.1
14 1 - 84.5 80.7
15 1 — 66. 3 66. 8
16 1 - 68. 3 68. 7
17 1 — 62.7 63.1
18 1 83.7 65. 6 66.0
19 1 68. 1 84. 2 77.2
20 1 96.9 — —
21 1 97.8 - -
22 1 94. 2 - -
23 1 91.4 — -
24 1 90.5 67.1 36.9
25 1 98.4 67.2 72.6
26 1 93.9 61.0 58.3
27 1 89.5 55.2 74.3
28 1 91.8 83.8 64.3

29(CK2) — — — —
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Table 7 The comparison of phytotoxicity, plant height and yield during the

investigation period under soil treatment

A 20 d AL 40 d
b3 Soil treatment for 20 days Soil treatment for 40 days g /kgehm?
Treatment 2% S B i/ cm SR B i /cm Yield
Phytotoxicity grade plant height Phytotoxicity grade Plant height
1 1 7.9 1 35.2 3034.11 a
2 1 8.0 1 34.7 3034. 26 a
3 1 7.5 1 35.0 3033.87 a
4 1 8.2 1 36.6 3032.78 ab
5 1 7.8 1 35.4 3032.75 ab
6 1 8.1 1 34.8 3032.18 b
7 1 8.1 1 36.0 3031.67 b
8 2 6.9 1 30. 8 3031.50 b
9 2 7.7 1 34.5 3030. 20 ¢
10 2 7.9 1 34.9 3030.02 ¢
11 1 7.7 1 35.6 3030. 65 ¢
12(CKD) — 8.2 — 36.5 1574.35 d
xS EMNERBAETHBEVAHERE MERFELR
Table 8 The comparison of phytotoxicity ,plant height and yield during the
investigation period under foliage treatment
ZEM-4b B 15 d Foliage treatment for 15 days 25 4b¥f 30 d Foliage treatment for 30 days ~ .
Trfffcm Zﬁ%%?& H%Tmr/c.m ?j%%g& 1{*%/C,m Fiéli{j:ihm “
Phytotoxicity grade Plant height Phytotoxicity grade Plant height
13 2 25.7 1 42. 6 3041.16 a
14 2 26.9 1 42.7 3039.11 a
15 1 27.1 1 43.5 3038.87 a
16 1 26.5 1 43.7 3037.52 ab
17 2 26.9 1 43.9 3036.70 b
18 2 26.3 1 43.1 3035.46 b
19 2 26.3 1 43.6 3034.67 ¢
20 2 26.7 1 43.9 3034.42 ¢
21 1 26.7 1 43.6 3033.63 ¢
22 2 27.0 1 43.3 3031.62 d
23 1 26.2 1 42.9 3031.54 d
24 1 26.6 1 43.1 3031.24 d
25 2 26.1 1 42.8 3030.49 d
26 2 26.8 1 43.4 3028.73 e
27 1 26.8 1 43.4 3027.89 e
28 2 25.5 1 42.5 3026.31 e
29(CK2) - 29.1 - 47.6 1574. 35 {
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Evaluation on Control Effect of Several Common
Herbicides in Soybean Field

LI He-peng', FU Ya-shu', JIANG Shi-bo', ZHANG Wei-yao', YANG Guang-yi’,

SUN Zhong-hua'

(1. Suihua Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Suihua, Heilongjiang

152052; 2. Berry Branch of Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Suiling, Hei-

longjiang 152200)

Abstract: Weeds in soybean fields is gradually formed the community main with Sonchus brachyotus D C. ,Com-

melina communis .. and Cephalanoplos segetum. For more efficient controlling weeds, some common herbi-

cides were tested. The results showed that 90% acetochlor effective ingredient dosages 1 782 g+hm?®+25% fo-

mesafen effective ingredient dosages 375 g+hm? sprayed before germination was the best; postemergence with 12 %

clethodim effective ingredient dosages 252 gehm?+48% bentazone effective ingredient dosages 1 080 g+hm? was the

best. If the “Three weeds” were more,it could use 12% the clethodim effective ingredient dosages 252 g+hm™

or 10. 8% haloxyfop-R-methyl effective ingredient dosages 98 g+hm?™ with 25% fomesafen effective ingredient

dosages 375 g+hm?spraying to achieve better control effect.

Key words: soybean; herbicides screening;control effect
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