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Abstract

The grapevine canopy changes a lot along the growth season, so do the application rates. Three

models were used with the aim to apply pesticides on grapevine rationally. The models mentioned were
unit canopy row ( UCR), leaf wall area (LWA), and DOSAVINA. The results showed that at early
growth stage, the deposits for DOSAVINA, LWA and traditional method were not different significantly,
neither for UCR, DOSAVINA and LWA; at middle growth stage, LWA method achieved the similar
deposits to traditional, UCR got the minimum deposits; at the late growth stage, the traditional method

had the maximum deposits than the others. Among all the trials at three growth stages, the distributions of

deposits (CV)were very closed to each other.
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Tab.1 Canopy parameters at three growth stages m
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Tab.2 Application rates for each treatment at
three growth stages L/hm’
HR 14575 R LWA DOSAVINA UCR
LN 327 280 234 187
4 700 560 327 374
6, 141 935 795 700 608
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Tab.3 Parameters of sprayer

o (EEWIE LWA DOSAVINA UCR

B L GaE ] e 1 L CaE] e 1 L CaE ] e 1 L CaE] e 1]
I 3) 7 2 015 03 04 015 03 03 015 015 03 01 015 03
g 3k A K/ A 8 10 10 8 10 10 8 10 10 8 10 10
£ #1/MPa 0.827  0.552  0.552  0.552  0.345 0.689  0.365 0.469  0.552  0.572  0.586  0.386
P& /L-min ! 7.3 15.5 20.7 6.2 12.4 17.6 5.2 7.2 15.5 4.1 8.3 13.5
W /km-h ! 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8
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Fig. 1  Distribution of plots and sampling zones
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Tab.4 Meteorological conditions

WS A w4 e 4
K /mes ™! 2.07 2.57 1.79
AR I/ % 45.0 55.0 64.8
HEE/C 21.7 17.2 25.4
2 #HRESW

2.1 HERHNRERTREH

M F25 W7, DOSAVINA LWA [ /> 71 (14 377 A5
L G 2 AL B B E M2 5, M UCR
DOSAVINA fil LWA 871 > (o] th & A 2 & P2 5.
M 6 AR 7E BT AT SR AR X DA 4 A v, LWA
1 UCR PASRETY 48 S R AL (CV {H) 1R 45008, iR
oy A e ¥4 5) i DOSAVINA B2 #1434 fe R4,
Mt 2 5K, AL ot 2 B 327 L/hm? , 1fif UCR
Wiz 5k 187 L/hm”, 3 /0 T 140 L/hm®, AL, 7E
%] LR UCR it 245 188 BV 47
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Tab.5 Deposits on different sampling zones

at early stage pg/cm’
o7 & L4597 7 LWA DOSAVINA UCR
i 2.54" 2,19 1.98% 1.22°
T 2.86" 3.17° 2.76° 1.70°
ik 1.87° 1.72° 1. 74" 2.10°
HT 3.12° 2.26" 2.83° 2.10°
A 2. 60" 2,34 2.33% 1.78*

HRPEATHAR A LA TR ELZERARE (Tukey HSD
test, p<0.05), F[d,

R6 RHEATIRRERNERRH
Tab.6 CV of different sampling zones at early stage
%

(A &5 77 LWA DOSAVINA UCR
%k 36 25 41 16
AR 37 16 51 22
P 67 44 63 34
HT 38 40 38 18
i 34 24 52 26
e 53 42 51 26
s 50 36 50 41

R 36 31 42 22
N 43 35 50 32
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M T TR LWA LR AL S8 it 25 4 4k B
LR ERAREMEES, HHEZERT
DOSAVINA # %1 5 UCR #E#d, fy 3 8 I, R4
4 TR B A9 728 5 AR AR $5 3, LWA B RUAT SR J2 73
i fe S ST WAL 575 Xk o A e AN 500 G A
T R R LWA it 25 BT A
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Tab.7 Deposits on different sampling zones at

middle growth stage wg/cm’
VA 14587 0 LWA DOSAVINA UCR
Pl 0.85" 0.83" 0.60" 0.29°
L 2.09" 1.86" 0.93* 0.76"
AT 3.26° 2.45" 151 1.15*
La 2.05" 1.48 0.92° 0.89°
ik 0. 74" 0. 87" 0. 69" 0.51*
Fip 1.84" 1.77° 0.98" 0.92°
HT 3.11° 2.32% 1.80% 1.32°
¥ifE 1.99° 1.65° 1.06" 0.83"

®8 PHAERAERERHNERRH
Tab.8 CV of different sampling zones at middle

growth stage %
A 14587 X LWA DOSAVINA UCR
il 44 34 20 36
Vil 43 38 38 12
KT 28 28 23 53
th 30 44 18 54
HE 53 41 45 24
A 35 30 25 39
5T 21 35 58 18
Vs 60 51 47 67
e 60 50 67 46
i 46 36 35 40
th 38 33 30 32
T 24 30 45 33
g 59 50 58 55
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2.3 HEMPNRERTREHN ®10 BEPEIFAARREMNTREY
Fﬁ%dﬁjﬁ/ﬂ}ﬁ it} TEE , %%ﬁ%@iﬁ%%ﬁ@%%ﬂ Tab.10 CV of different sampling zones at
AR MR R P BB/ AR BRI AL, H 4 Fi late growth stage *
TR f 0 AR 0 TR A 4k 2 L B TR Y 4 fr® fe#FA  LWA  DOSAVINA  UCR
‘ _— - % b 41 26 32 38
(FOME10). #£9 b oA TRAMIT o - - ”
A, W H 8 KT A 3 Ay U LWA BRI iF 28 40 25 16
FUR i 2% K F DOSAVINA R R UCR 575 4 0 FR i 24 23 39 64
37 DOSAVINA BUUAN UCR SO M VIR AR - o - - -
AR S R BT (3% 10) 55007 XU B KRUTRL & 5T 26 17 19 39
() [F) s, TORR 04 B fe A 3957, HoAth 3 By X Tt R K 44 58 44 47
SR —FE . P ERAT RS " > - .
K2 & . Bt 38 33 41 34
%9 BRNETFARERNARE r 2 28 2 %0
ol 49 57 55 55
Tab.9 Deposits on different sampling zones
at late growth stage wg/cm’
— - 3 it
(A (CEWIEN LWA DOSAVINA UCR
%k 1. 63° 1.04° 1.04° 0. 86" (1) Lyt R i 5 U0 AR 40 A 4F i v o 48 b, AS [A)
o 3. 55" 2.45% 2.59% 1.72° Qb PR 25 i B R IS g5 SRR e W A R, R
5T 3. 59° 3. 40° 2.76° 2.38° UCR il 25 BRI A 47 76 4 4 Hh 0], e 5 LWA Jifi 2 #5578
b o e L s Ay TR0, E ORI 9007 2% O f
e (2) LWA 1 25 R B AL 7 o, 10 R 2
A = o St A e A . Hy H £
e e e e R ST QLR 40 3 K2y
e ae e BAAE SR E SR 5 0B A L B TR B B LT i
o : : : 1 : FHAIR 0 B o 7 iR 0T DUAE R [ 2R R E Y i 2
; 2.69° 2.11° 1.91* 1.62° ‘, ‘
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