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Occurrence of weeds in orchards in Liaoning Province

Wang Yingzi, Ji Mingshan, Qi Zhiqiu, Gu Zumin, Wei Songhong. Zhang Yang, Li Xinghai
(College of Plant Protection s Shenyang Agricultural University » Shenyang 110161, China)

Abstract An investigation of weeds in orchards was carried out in Liaoning by inverted W-9 point sampling. The re-
sults showed that there were 72 weed species belonging to 24 families. Of all species recorded, broad-leaved weeds
accounted for 73. 61%, the grass family for 15. 28% and the other for 11. 11%. Annual weeds accounted for
80.56% of the total, and perennial weeds accounted for 19. 44%. The weeds whose relative abundance (RA) was
higher than 10% were Reogueria kamoji Ohwi, Chenopodium album L., Commelina communis L. . Bidens pilosa
L., Conyza canadensis (1.) Cronq. , Cephalanoplos segetum (Bunge) Kitam. and Acalypha australis 1... The
first two species were the most abundant weeds whose RA was larger than 15%.
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St 4R BT 4 B4 AR AR XS 2% *ﬁﬁﬁi ARXT %
B/ % B/ % /% /%
W Artemisia argyi Leévl. et. Vant. Eupa 1.35 0.98 1.11 3.44
] 3k i Amaranthus lividus L. Wi &} 0. 45 0.07 0.56 1.08
EE2 Imperata cylindrica (L..) AAF 1. 35 3.44 1. 11 5.90
i Echinochloa crusgalli (L.) Beauv. RAF 1.65 2.30 1.11 5.06
(UESE Lxeris sonchi folia Hance 5 %t 4.35 1.07 1. 67 7.09
W& Polygonum aviculare L. R 1. 80 3.07 1.67 6. 54
HH Xanthium sibiricum Patrin. g 0.15 0.01 0.56 0.72
R B W% Potentilla supina L. W AL 0. 30 0.04 0.56 0. 90
ZETY Plantago asiatica L. KRR 3.15 0.65 4. 40 8. 20
LS Cephalanoplos segetum (Bge.) Kitam. %4 Bk 4.05 2.47 4. 40 10.92
e 3 Oxalis corniculata L. e 9% B R} 0.90 0.28 1.11 2.29
T wite Calystegia hederacea Wall. e A6 BE 0.15 0.66 0.56 1. 37
KL Cephalanoplos setosum (Willd. ) Kitam %Rt 0. 30 0.00 0. 56 0. 86
LY Kochia scoparia (L. )Schrad. R 0.15 0.02 L.11 1.28
H R TR Cynanchum thesioides (Freyn) K. Schum. P 0.15 0. 00 0.56 0.71
B Lolium temulentum L. RAF 1.35 1. 00 1. 67 4.02
AT S Lepidium apetalum Willd. F7Aekt 0.15 0.59 1. 67 2.41
Tty WL EL Roegueria kamoji Ohwi AAF 6.61 9. 66 3.89 20. 16
SR B Amaranthus retroflexus 1. b A 4.20 1. 10 3.89 9.19
BRGS0 Rorippa globosa Turcz. 55} 1.35 0. 20 0.56 2.11
B4 Digitaria ciliaris (Retz. ) Koeler ARAF 0.75 0.77 1. 67 3.19
o JE e Setaria viridis (L.) Beauv. ARAF 3.00 0.71 2.22 5.93
K Polygonum longisetum HR} 1.20 0.50 1.11 2.81
HOAE Artemisia annua L. SR 2.70 0.70 1. 67 5.07
KRAbFE Viola mandshurica W. Becker R 1. 20 0.75 1. 11 3.06
Tk 3% Suaeda glauca (Bge. ) FR} 0.75 0.00 0. 56 1.31
17 Equisetum ramosissimum Desf. A A 1. 35 0. 00 0.56 1.91
B Sonchus brachyotus DC. % Bt 0. 45 0.15 0.56 1. 16
PR Pteridium aquilinum (L.) BRE 0.15 0.25 0. 56 0. 96
AT AR Polygonum per foliatum L. SR} 0.15 0.01 0. 56 0.72
K Izeris denticulata (Houtt. ) Stebb. % B 4.20 1.18 2.22 7.60
# Chenopodium album L. R} 5.26 7.35 5.00 17.61
T Alternanthera sessilis (L.) DC. oA 2.25 2.45 2.22 6.92
e Polygonum bungeanum Turcz. LR 0.15 0.03 0.56 0.74
T % Solanum nigrum L. ikt 0.15 0.14 0.56 0. 85
o JEE Metaplexis japonica (Thunb.) Mak. R 0.90 0.41 1.67 2.98
HEHE Humulus scandens (Lour.) Merr. ZF 0. 45 0.25 0.56 1. 26
i Verbena of ficinalis L. Ly g o R 0.15 0.01 0.56 0.72
LY Portulaca oleracea L. i SE R 0.90 3.64 1. 67 6.21
o J Digitaria sanguinalis (1..) Scop. ARAF 1. 20 5.74 1. 67 8.61
A W Hemarthria altissima (Poir. ) Stapf RAFR 1.35 1.37 1.11 3.83
Ve 3% Hemistepta lyrata Bge. Eupa 0. 90 0.06 1.11 2.07
BRI Eleusine indica (L.) Gaertn. AAR 1.35 0.49 1.1 2.95
B Eleocharis yokoscensis Tang et Wang b} 0. 60 0.14 0.56 1. 30
i) Turczaninowia fastigiata (Fisch.) DC, % Bt 0.75 0.04 1.67 2.46
T o Taraxacum mongolicum Hand. -Mazz % 2.70 0. 40 3.33 6.43
¥ Ca psella bursa-pastoris (L. ) Medic. A E 1. 20 1.16 2.78 5.14
54 A A Pharbitis purpurea (1..) Voigt. e R 0. 30 0. 00 0.56 0. 86
i Rubia cordi folia L. Pt R} 1.35 5. 39 1.11 7.85
1 JBK Abutilon theophrasti Medic. i SE R} 0.75 0.53 1.11 2.39
= Bidens pilosa L. % F 0. 60 10. 53 1. 67 12.80
13 S Ixeris chinensis (Thunb. ) Nakai % Bt 0.15 0.01 1. 11 1.27
2 Datura stramonium L. i A 0. 90 0.29 1. 11 2. 30
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B/ % B/ % /% B/ %
K3 Polygonum hydropiper L. HR} 1. 80 1. 60 0.56 3.96
I Crperus rotundus L. P 0.15 0.01 0.56 0.72
Bk Acalypha australis L. i Rt 4.65 2.87 2.78 10. 30
Ji5 B Ambrosia artemisii folia L. R 0.15 0.01 0.56 0.72
) 361 Equisetum arvense L. AR 0.75 3.64 1. 11 5.50
JE R4 = 5 08 Amaranthus tricolor L. BE R} 0. 60 0.13 0.56 1.29
T Nepeta cataria L. JE KR 0. 45 0. 00 0.56 1. 01
N RGE Conyza canadensis (L..) Cronq. % Ft 5.26 2.31 4. 40 11.97
INEE Chenopodium serotinum L. AR} 0. 30 0.03 0.56 0. 89
AN AE Medicago minima (L.) Lam. T A R 1. 65 2.19 1.11 4.95
L B 5L Commelina communis L. 5 B 3.15 8. 80 2.78 14.73
HF P Hibiscus trionum L. B 2 R 0.15 0.10 111 1.36
L@ Eriochloa villosa (Thunb.) Kunth. RAF 0. 30 0 0.56 0. 86
A Erigeron annuus (L.) Pers. 54 Rl 0. 45 0 0.56 1.01
RPLE Viola prionantha Bge. A 1.65 2.54 111 5.30
R Poa annua L. AAF 0.75 0.22 0.56 1.53
G & Polygala tenui folia Willd. & At 0.15 0 0. 56 0.71
HEE Artemisia scoparia Waldst. et Kitag % Bk 1.35 0.24 0. 56 2.15
R Cynanchum inamoenum (Maxim. ) Loes. R 2.00 2.26 0. 56 4.82
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