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Substituted Technology for Methyl Bromide in Tobacco Seedbeds

CAO Ao-cheng', Jose A. Gonzalez?, JIANG Da-bin’, LU Yao-ying’, XIANG Zhen-jin*, ZHANG Xiang-cai', GUO Mei-xia', DUAN
Xia-yu'

(1. Institute for Plant Protection, CAAS; 2. UNIDO; 3. Hubei Agro — environmental Station; Enshi Extension Central of Agri-
cultural Technics, Hubei Province)

Abstract: A test was done to evaluate the possibility of substitution of methyl bromide in tobacco field. The experimental results
showed that floating seed — tray is one of good alternatives to methyl bromide in tobacco seedbeds. Compared with methyl bromide,
it exhibits: (1) can produce uniform tobacco seedlings with high quality. (2) saves a lot of labor needed in irrigation and trans-
planting. The technique can resist drought in early spring and keep humidity that tobacco seedlings need. The seedlings raised can be
transplanted directly and do not need recovery period while they need to be transplanted twice by routine way. There were neither
weeds nor soil insects in the floating seed tray. (3) can produce more plants in unit area than using MB and save a lot of lands. (4)
The application of insecticides and herbicides is not necessary and therefore the impact is low to environment. It is concluded that
floating seed — tray is a sustainable agricultural technique with economical, ecological and environmental benefits.
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Figure 1 Germination of tobacco seeds in different treatments
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Table 1 Evolution of soil pathogens during the trial (c. f. u/g soil)

fisf ] Qb 3R Fo Fr Cy B

FERIT 1999 452 A xR (0) 950. 00a 183.33a 133.33a 100. 00a 1 366. 67a
FHJEH (A) 0. 00b 0. 00a 0. 00a 0. 00b

Fiks (B) 116. 67b 50. 00b 100. 00a 33.33a 300. 00b

AT 1999 4E 6 H YRR (0) 2 166. 67a 516. 67ab 0. 00a 16. 67a 2 700. 00a

FHJER (A) 266. 67h 633.33a 283.33a 100. 00a 1 016.67b

ke (B) 2 250. 00a 333. 33abc 16. 67a 16. 67a 2 883.33a

F%1(0) 483.33b 166. 67hc 100. 00a 133.33a 883.33a

FE (D) 166. 67b 50. 00¢ 100. 00a 133.33a 450. 00b

Fo: Fusarium oxysporum; Fs: Fusarium solani; Fr: Fusarium roseum; Cy: Cylindrocarpon spp. A [F] ZH: )

AbPEFIR A DMRT YE7E 5% W% KF ERF A,
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Table 2 Weeds incidence in tobacco seedbeds (plants * m~?)

YOS SHSH SHI15H
LR (A) 0a 0a
B (B) 72h 117b
7 1(C) 0a 0a
TR (D) 0a 0a
*FHE(O) 162¢ 225¢

K2 A5, A A 3 X 2 B IR T A
FI0F BRIX, A IR AL BRI R S rp o A . TEA R
AbFRR, AR R ARG (B A B RN P S R
fif T 0. 33 g, 1M 23 X U 0. 84 g,
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Table 3 Incidences of anthracnose and cut worm in tobacco seedbeds

e HIAIN KIG 2 / Yo NI R AR Y
5SHSH 5HI15H 5HSH 5H15H

78 1(C) 0a 0a 0a 0a

FA (D) 0a 0a 0a 0a

LV (A) Oa Oa 0Oa 0a

1P (B) 21.5b 35.5b 4h 8b

YR (O) 31. 6¢ 47. 2¢ 1le 12¢
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Table 4 Vigor of tobacco seedling in different treatments

Qb PR i/ R T/ em G /g
LR (A) 4.95b 4. 06a 68.95a
FH1(C) 5. 60a 4. 36a 70. 37a
T (D) 4.91b 3.39a 42.00b

b (B) 4.28¢ 2.04b 37.12b
XFHE(O) 3.74d 2.07b 15.58¢
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Figure 2 Proportion of available tobacco seedlings
in various treatments
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Table 5 Value of tobacco after harvesting

b3 fome e FE PRLATE /100 Bk SN
TP (C) 3.45kg 6.50kg 1.75 kg 11.70 kg 77.00 G 17. 1%
FIETL(A) 2.65 kg 6.00 kg 1.63 kg 10.28 kg 65.76 JC
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Table 6 Germination rate of tobacco seeds in different substrates

HE T T A LT B B9 T D
VIR /% 79.98 £2.21 77.10 5. 09 74. 17 £10. 611. 04 £ 1. 35
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Table 7 Classification of tobacco seedlings obtained by

farmers using floating seed — tray

e 1 % e 3

LT A 26.48£9.40  49.09x9.37  24.43x14.39
A B 7.18 £2.46 51.56 £3.93 41.26 £5.31
it C 2.99+4.55 22.9+10.84  74.11+13.12
LD 24.3+17.18  19.45%24.22  56.25+34.29
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Table 9 Cost comparison of producing one hectare tobacco seedlings

posiil R e T o1 W
FH(C) T 97.5 4 7.50 731.25
FE 390L 0. 625 243.75

S AR 60m* 1.20 72.00
A6 - hm?) 1047. 00

HHALIR (A) FH 2R 6. 48 kg 27.50 178.2
YRR 120 m? 1.20 144. 00

At 322.20
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Table 8 Physical — chemical analysis of the local and imported substrate

LR B Eo o Exii ARA ARk AR CEC
I pH C/N
/mS * em™! /% /% /% /% /mg - kg™' /mg - kg™ /mg - kg™' /mmol - kg™'
A 7. 16a 0.43a 5.23a 0.17a 0.91b 0. 48b 137.40a  200.50b  475.73a 119. 9a 18.03a
B 7.13a 0.43a 2.34b 0. 09b 0. 94a 1.39a 25.03b 232.33a  265.23b 129. 2a 14.43a
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