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Control Effect of Topramezone 30% SC against Weeds in Maize Field
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Abstract
mezone 30% SC application. [ Method] Control effect of weed in maize field, the safety and field application technology were studied through

[ Objective ] Control effect of Topramezone 30% SC against weeds in maize field was studied in order to provide the basis for Topra-

field trial. [ Result] Topramezone 30% SC could control annual broad-leaved weeds and some gramineous weeds in maize field, and different
doses had no effect on crop safety and environment. The dosage of 31.5-36.0 g (a.i.)/hm’ applied in the field was used in the 3—5 leaf stage
of maize and the 2—4 leaf stage of weed. The spray treatment effect of stem and leaf was better, and the yield increase was significantly com-
pared with the blank control, the yield increase was between 7.1%—16.6%. [ Conclusion ] Topramezone 30% SC has significant effect on weed

control by spraying on stem and leaf in maize field and is safe to maize, which can be widely used.
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Table 1 Design of test reagent
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Table 2 Effects of spraying different dosage of Topramezone 30% SC

on the yield of maize
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Treatment Dosage Yeild Yeild Yield-increase
reatmen g a.i./hm’ kg kg/hm2 rate // %

@ 27.0 16.99 8 496.0 7.1 cC

@ 31.5 17.64 8 820.0 11.2 bB

® 36.0 18.13 9 064.5 14.3 abAB

@ 63.0 18.50 9 249.0 16.6 aA

® — 18.59 9292.5 17.1 aA

© 15.87 7933.5 —
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicate significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level ;different capital letters in the same column indi-
cate extremely significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 3 Weed control in maize field 15 days after spraying %
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Treatment  of barnvard Control effect Control effect Total control
reatment 0 ;;Zdr of crabgrass  of abutilon effect

©) 75.4 dD 77.7 dD 71.0 dD 75.3 dD
@) 85.3 ¢cC 85.8 ¢B 82.1 cC 84.7 cC
® 90.0 bB 92.7 bA 85.5 beBC 90.1 bB
@ 95.3 aA 97.7 aA 90.3 bAB 95.1 aA
® 97.2 aA 95.0 abA 95.9 aA 95.9 aA
@ . . . —
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicate significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level ;different capital letters in the same column indi-
cate extremely significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 4 Weed control in maize field 30 days after spraying %
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of crabgrass of abutilon effect

grass

@ 74.0 dD 76.4 ¢C 73.5 dC 75.0 eD
@) 84.3 ¢C 87.2 bB 83.7 ¢B 85.4 dC
® 90.2 bB 93.9 aA 86.4 beB 91.0 ¢B
@ 92.8 abAB 94.9 aA 90.5 abAB 93.2 bB
® 95.7 aA 96.0 aA 95.2 aA 95.7 aA
©)
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B REFORAE 0.01 KF- 22 500 B 3
Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicate significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level ;different capital letters in the same column indi-
cate extremely significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 5 Weed control by fresh weight in maize field 30 days after

spraying %
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gt Control effect of Control effect  Control effect  Total control
l'reatment . . .

barnyard grass  of crabgrass of abutilon effect
@ 76.7 dD 78.3 cC 75.7 dC 77.2 dD
@ 87.1 cC 88.8 bB 85.2 cB 87.4 cC
® 91.3 bB 95.0 aA 87.6 beB 92.1 bB
@ 93.6 aAB 96.4 aA 89.8 bB 93.8 aA
® 95.5 aA 96.8 aA 95.8 aA 96.1 aA
@ J—
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Note ; Different lowercases in the same column indicate significant differ-
ences at 0.05 level ;different capital letters in the same column indi-
cate extremely significant differences at 0.01 level
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Table 4 Effects of different base fertilizers on yield of flowering Chi-

nese cabbage

FApR G o o =
Qb3 Fresh weight per /J\[ZFT: T }t%
Treatment plant Plot yield Yield
e k x10* kg/hm’
o/t : g/hm
@ 115.64 ab 14.45 ab 1.446 ab
@ 117.38 a 14.67 a 1.468 a
® 110.86 ab 13.85 ab 1.386 ab
@ 101.87 cd 12.73 ed 1.274 cd
® 108.63 be 13.58 be 1.358 be
CK 101.27 d 12.66 d 1.266 d

T« IRV B AN ] - B3R RN R AR 3 ) 22 5 B % (P<0.05)
Note ; Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant
differences between different treatments (P<0.05)
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Table 5 Effects of different base fertilizers on the diseases and insect

pests of flowering Chinese cabbage
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Treatment Disease index Insect index of
of soft rot cabbage butterfly

@ 4.64 b 20.00 a

@) 435 ¢ 19.42 a

® 4.64 b 19.56 a

@ 4.20 ¢ 19.86 a

® 435 ¢ 20.14 a

CK 4.93 a 20.00 a

VE : RIS - BER R A [ AL BRA) 22 53 1. 2% ( P<0.05)
Note: Different lowercase letters in the same column indicate significant
differences between different treatments (P<0.05)
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