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Effect of Bird Damage on Different Millet Varieties
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Abstract
weight, panicle length, panicle diameter,1 000-grain weight,blighted grain rate of 8 millet varieties were measured. The effect of early harvest

[ Objective | Bird damage of different millet varieties was researched, to reduce the bird damage on millet. [ Method ] Panicle

on grouting was studied , the grain total loss and the net cost were compared. [ Result]The cost of frame net was much higher than the loss of
bird damage on millet at normal harvest without frame net. Reduction of millet output caused by early harvest was higher than the loss of bird
damage on millet at normal harvest without frame net. [ Conclusion ] Summer-sowing millet can not be harvested earlier than Sep. 1. It can ef-
fectively prevent the bird damage, reduce the cost of prevention by adjusting sowing date, harvest time and spatial isolation of different millet

varieties.
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Table 1 Panicle weight of different millet varieties

B9 A 21
9011 HUHE FHES
F5 W Panicle weight FEE e
- . Panicle weight
No.  Varieties (harvested on  Converted panicle Ny
Sep.1) /g  weight (harvested =00
on Sep.21) // ¢
1 1HPR 11 13.65 25.60 -46.70
2 B 9.79 20.16 -51.44
3 SR 10. 60 20.84 -49.14
4 A 31 10.53 9.61 9.57
5 B 0601 -4 11.16 13.57 -17.76
6 N 9.86 13.74 -28.24
7 KA 06 5.98 9.95 -39.90
8 WA 30 5.07 8.82 -42.52
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Table 2 Panicle weight loss of different millet varieties harvested on

Sep. 21
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No. Varieties injury rate pameie loss reer
of single nuT\her . of loss
panicle // % I
1 1Hfk 11 87.5 11 100.54 ~186.78 2
2 B 11 83.0 11 187.80 1
3 SREERL 822 4 30.56 ~34.92 6
4 T4 31 76.8 11 42.68 ~113.41 4
5 70601 -4 76.2 2 22.80 7
6 INTE K 73.8 10 141.40 3
7 KA 06 73.2 2 13.03 8
8 T4 30 47.7 11 33.44 ~79.42 5
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Table 3 1 000-grain weight and blighted grain rate of different millet varieties

I 9 A 1 HYYX Harvest on Sep. 1
A

9 A 21 HUYX Harvest on Sep. 21

=R
E).b Varieties THIE kiR THE ok
1 000-grain weight // g Blighted grain rate // % 1 000-grain weight // ¢ Blighted grain rate // %
1 Pk 11 1.734 51.0 2.643 21.4
2 B4 11 2.020 50.9 3.433 40.2
3 SICHEREAS 2.312 31.2 2.757 15.1
4 A 31 2.096 40.1 3.226 34.6
5 ¥ 0601 —4 2.540 47.0 3.153 41.6
6 INFF K 2.416 53.2 2.899 51.5
7 KA 06 1.564 58.2 2.627 32.8
8 EH4Y 30 0.858 50.3 2.665 43.5
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Table 5 Carbon emission peak in Hubei Province during 2020 —2030
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Total carbon . Year of Peak Year of Peak Year of Peak
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it per Ltdpl a peak peak peak

FEUETE 5 2020 50 478 8.41 — — — — — —
Baseline scenario 2025 57042 9.34

2030 63 428 10.26
e 2020 48 806 8.13 2029 20 803 2029 52 840 2029 8.57
Low-carbon scenario 2025 51578 8.45

2030 52 106 8.43
s AL 2020 46 471 7.75 2028 18 586 2025 47 613 2023 7.81
Enhanced low- 2025 47 613 7.80
carbon scenario 2030 46 941 7.59
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Fig.3 Total carbon emission peak under low-carbon scenario
and enhanced low-carbon scenario in Hubei Province

during 1990 - 2030
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