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Weed control technology in Lespedeza potaninii seed production field
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Abstract To effectively control weeds in Lespedeza potaninii seed production fields, this study evaluated soil sealing
treatments and foliar spray treatments. The optimal pesticide or pesticide combination was selected through a
comprehensive assessment of the safety to L. potaninii and its weed control efficacy in the field. The results showed
that: 60 days after the application of soil sealing treatment, 5% AS imazethapyr had no adverse effects on the growth of
L. potaninii and did not cause seedling mortality. Moreover, it achieved the optimal control efficacy against field weeds:
the plant control efficacy and fresh weight control efficacy against broadleaf weeds reached 96. 35% and 88. 87%,
respectively, while those against gramineous weeds reached 98. 48% and 95. 98%, respectively. The stem and leaf
treatment agent haloxyfop- P-methyl 158 g/L. EC+acifluorfen bentazone 440 g/L SL achieved a plant control efficacy of
85.86% and a fresh weight control efficacy of 88.33% on field weeds after 60 days of treatment at the three leaf stage of
L. potaninii , with no adverse effects on L. potaninii growth. The results indicate that the above formula can be used for
pre-emergence herbicide application or weed stem and leaf treatment to achieve low herbicide cost and effective weed
control in large-scale potaninii propagation field construction in production practice.
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Table 1 Test design
Ab 3 25 B B2 5]
Treatment Herbicide Dosage per hectare
Roes k| 960 g/L SN FZFLM  metolachlor 960 g/L EC 1500 g
Pre-emergence herbicide application 960 g/L K5 H HZFL  S-metolachlor 960 g/L EC 1 800 mL
480 g/L F s RF L trifluralin 480 g/L EC 2250 g
48 %A T RELM  butralin 48% EC 2250 g
5 Yok 2 JHER K imazethapyr 5% AS 2250 g

K4k B

Stem and leaf spray

158 g/L mRCHRME R RFLIH 4440 g/L U « JCEHL ] 7 RR]
haloxyfop-P-methyl 158 g/I. EC+acifluorfen ¢ bentazone 440 g/I. SL

158 g/L st R R ZLI +22 0K+ FRUs 3L i

750 mL-+750 g

750 mL+1 500 g

haloxyfop-P-methyl 58 g/I. EC-+ quizalofop-P-ethyl « fomesafen 22 % EC

158 g/L R8st R R FLIH 41026 ZFR SR IEFL I

750 mL+-900 mL

haloxyfop-P-methyl 58 g/ EC+fluoroglycofen 10% EC

158 g/L i8Rt FH R R 2Ll +480 g/L =&mt A SR

750 mLL+6 000 g

haloxyfop-P-methyl 58 g/IL. EC+triclopyr 480 g/L EC

1.4 HiEsE

AR 1 Excel 2010 #4783, F| ] SPSS
20. 0 4TG50 M o 2R I LR & U7 22 43 #r » Duncan
BT R 25 k017 22 7 W AR 0

2 H#REHSWHw

2.1 HFHIEHALEZSER BB

5 - HEE AT 60 d(F% 2) AR FISE
HRRTE 50 WKIE IR AS 1Y% 4 B g » 4 A
TFHFERTHR A 0, HUN 4826 T R EC F1 480 g/L
AR R EC, A FAEH 3505 0 1. 90 %0 F1 1. 73%.,
960 g/L S HE it EC 1 960 g/L 5 5 P9 H & i
EC 1 AR A0 R m ik 50 %0 LA b Wit 255 4

R TRk RS2 R 5 Yo ke Z MR R AS 4b B 5 5%
WA MR R 0 8 25 55 WK R s e B /), 960 g/
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i EC.48 0/ T R EC b FEISM il 4 A% - 1E % A=
e, Hidr 960 g/ L S5 i H i EC X 4 Kbk i A4
TR, 50T B LR 2 2 5 PR AIG 34. 6820, MUBRBI
RORT .5 Vo bk Z MR AR AS Xif i8] -2 4% 55 J R AR
% B R B 0034 B R 43 Bk 96. 35060 F1 98, 48 %0,
B2 T L b B, DA R 2 B Y e B AR B
5Y0WKME Z R AS X [ - 28 A% 1 fef B A
88. 87 %, T HABALFE, 960 g/L SN B Hf%
EC XF AR AR} 2% B i 7 B 05 4 36 96. 1226, 5 %0k
W Z MR AS BRI Z (95. 98 %) , TG i & 22 5+
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Table 2 Safety and fresh weight control effect of different pre-emergence herbicides to Lespedeza potaninii

60 days after application

FHT
Jb3 SR/ Y

Treatment Dead seedling rate

AR TR /em
Plant height of

L. L. potaninii
of L. potaninii /

Broadleaf weed Gramineae weed Broadleal weed

KRB/ Yo BEE IR/ Y
Plant control efficacy Fresh weight control efficacy
[ -2 A RAFFIHE e 2AS Z ARAF A E

Gramineae weed

960 g/L 5N Hifik EC
metolachlor 960 g/I. EC
960 g/L K55+ N H F ik EC
S-metolachlor 960 g/I. EC
8% T R EC

butralin 48% EC

480 g/L 4R R EC
trifluralin 480 g/1. EC

5% BRmkZARER AS
imazethapyr 5% AS

X CK1

(82.33x1.45)a (2.26%0.27)b
(53.00==4. 35)b  (2.434=0.18)b
(1.90=£0. 30)c  (2.53=£0.12)b

(1.732£0. 14)c  (2.70=£0.05)b

(0.00=£0.00)c  (3.232£0.08)a

(0.0020.00)c  (3.4640.17)a

(78.41£1.700b (88.7741.23)b (78.24£1.45)b (96.12£1.47)a

(78.7241.27)b (95.214=2. 63)ab (78.6974=3. 32)b (91. 96=£2. 63)a

(83.96£3.08)b (71.19=£4. 97)c (73.95%2.76)b (83.67=x1.38)b

(71.194£3.15)c (87.18=£1.16)b (75.04£2.73)b (91.58+£2.09)a

(96.3520.65)a (98.48=£1.51)a (88.87£0.59)a (95.98£2.00)a

1) F g o A bRk RSB E AR/ FRERIRE: Duncan OB S Mk 22 4G 302 57 8.3 (P<<0. 05), R[],

Data in the table are averaged=standard error, and different lowercase letters after the data in the same column indicate significant differ-

ences by Duncan’s new multiple range test (P<Z0.05). The same applies below.
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Table 3 Safety of different herbicides to Lespedeza potaninii and weeds control efficacy in field

borz]

Treatment

10 d 20d 60 d

RBTRL/ V0 BRBERL 0 MRBER 0 BEEBIRY %

Plant control Plant control Plant control Fresh weight

i
Safety

efficacy efficacy efficacy control efficacy
158 g/L Eam e H AR R ECH+22 %ok « sk EC < (57. 83+ (69. 50+ (89. 66+ (88.33+
haloxyfop-P-methyl 158 g/I. EC+-quizalofop-P-ethyl « fomesafen 22% EC 3.29a 2.05)a 3.06)a 4.82)a
158 g/L B3t R R ECH+10% Z B EC 4F4F (29. 16+ (62. 4+ (82.16+ (84. 86+
haloxyfop-P-methyl 158 g/I. EC+fluoroglycofen 10% EC 3.39b 3.10)a 3.1Da 1. 80)a
158 g/L ERk it R R ECH440 g/L flk « KFEHS SL + (56. 46+ (69. 00+ (85. 86+ (88. 334
haloxyfop-P-methyl 158 g/I. EC+acifluorfen+bentazone 440 g/L. SL 3.98)a 3.16)a 1.99)a 2.39a

2.3 AREBREFLGENRAHGEAK
HiZ& 4 [0, LHEE AL R 960 ¢/ K &N
R EC 125 )80 e 18. 24 J6/667m? L I

4% AR e 2R A R 960 g/ L S H Rl EC
(10 J6/667m’) . 480 g/1. Ak R EC(9. 38 Ju/667m’) .
48% T R EC(8 J./667m*) , WA Fcflk Ay 5 V6 bk M

T4 TEBEFLEHNAHGRE
Table 4 Cost of different herbicide treatments

e ) s TN e OO0 RERLE RIRITO R
Treatment Herbicide Unit Net Price Dosage 7Of Available ()|_,/€567m )
content 667 m* area Cost
+ 3 f A 960 g/L M N R EC - S-metolachlor 960 g/L EC i 500 mL 76 120 mL 2 781. 39 18. 24
Pre-emergence 960 g/L FRHF Y EC  metolachlor 960 g/I EC b 500 g 50 100 g 3335 10. 00
herbicide 480 g/L fi kR EC trifluralin 480 g/ EC i 400 g 25 150 g 1 780. 89 9. 38
application 48% TR EC butralin 48% EC b 375 g 20 150 g 1 667.5 8.00
5% BRMEZ AHER AS imazethapyr 5% AS i 500 g 20 150 g 2221.11 6. 00
2R h B 480 g/L =Mt £z EC  triclopyr 480 g/L EC e 10 g 3 400 g 20. 01 120. 00
Stemland 229 K5 « SRR EC W 100 g 25 100 g 667 25. 00
leaf spray quizalofop-P-ethyl « fomesafen fomesafen 22% EC
10% ZIRF B EC  fluoroglycofen 10% EC 4% 8 mL 1 60 mL 86. 71 7.50
158 g/L =Rt R R EC i 500 mL 40 50 mL 6 670 4. 00
haloxyfop-P-methyl 158 g/L. EC
440 g/L G Ek « KEFS SL B 200 g 15 50 g 2 668 & 15

acifluorfen « bentazone 440 g/L. SL
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