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Abstract

In order to select fast-growing, high-yielding, and disease-resistant eucalyptus clones from 10 eucalyp-
tus clones (EC144, EC315, EC150, DH32-26, DH299-5, DH32-43, DH32-13, DH32-29, Rut4533, Luan1¥)
for production applications, the researches were conducted on adaptability, high yield, and disease-re-
sistance of the 10 clones using the standard comparison method in northeastern Guangxi from 2024 to
2025. The results were as follows: the preservation rate of 5 clones (DH32-43, EC144, DH32-29, Luan1¥,
DH32-13) was relatively high; the growth rate of 4 clones (Luan1#, DH32-13, H32-26, DH32-43) was
relatively high; the susceptibility rate of 8 clones (EC150, Rut4533, EC144, DH32-13, DH32-43, EC315,
DH32-26, Luan1¥) was relatively low. Comprehensive performance evaluation results were as follows:
5 clones (DH32-43, DH32-13, EC144, Luan1¥, Rut4533) were excellent; 3 clones (EC150, DH32-26,
DH32-29) were moderate. 2 clones (EC315, DH299-5) showed poor overall performance. It is recom-
mended to further expand trials for varieties with excellent and moderate performance, while sus-
pending trials for poorly performing varieties.
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1. 51§

TR B X E G KEE LI AL T ARG RN T )P X, 2T PR B i X ROl & B & K
MEA MGz —, FEEE M, 2000 FH 46 RHUBFRE AR AR, 3R R DH32-29, DH32-
260 HH (2024 4E) VG E A KM L AR FRAR AR B TR B R IR (1], %3535 N AR N T ARTH Y
8732.03 hm?, filz N MR 28.6%; HA M E R 130 m¥/hm?, FIEKEL 21.6 m¥/hm?.a. 2020
LK, ZIRM RN . PO B AR S R AR fE T LU L, G R E RS TR Y 2500 JT
TC/AF o QAT i B ST PR UK C 2 ORI T TR BRI R — . & 2022 AR MR
A 80 24, AT MWHIEHE AR TUARIGMAE I R B R, KEEILIARE T 2024 F£FFE 10 Mg
P RN RS . BB B LIRS R .

2. HREH*E
2.1. SR EAKRE

SR EC144. EC315. EC150. DH32-26. DH32-29. DH32-13. DH32-43. DH299-5. Rut4533.
PR 5,

HARIE: EC144. EC315. EC150 >Ry [E ARF} e A= A AT 75 ;. DH32-26. DH32-29. DH32-
13, DH32-43. DH299-5 SKiET/ 75 )\ E: Rl A7 Rutd533 FJ5 T EAARR B i MO 70T Ak 1
SR T REREET AR A R A .

2.2. KW=
FERIGARH Y, HUAT BRI /N X, B/NXFIE 70~100 PR & 5 NEE . EIHHERRIEE R,
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(1) THEAHK VAN AR

PRI = (IRAFHR B R AR ED) *x 100%;

FFRM AR = 2D? x H x £/40,000 (D——Hil = BA2, H——# &, F——WIESRE, HL0.5);

MR B = (BT B R A T ) < 100%.

(2) HHRFRARHET

RAEZEH =BT -

FRM A B S 2UEHET -

R B AR T

() LEHT . AT + BT + MR BOR R, Bt =0T AR, 0 Eokk
HERL LR

2.3. PR

WRIGHAL T 7 A KRR M7 AR 03 R ik 3 ARBE, 848 111.71509005. 46 24.09992209, 4
BRI 19.3°C, FEHMEMRE 2056 mm, TR 220 m, MRIBHEEE 200~30°, R REE SO S, Tk
RN, IR R L, +EEE 40~80 cm, pH 5.5. TERGEAEE LN, AT, T
T KOREBE. TLIREEE.

2.4, EHEEM R HEIEEP

MHFTE A D M AN T, REUER L7 2G5 M. N T8, FRATEE 3.5mx 1.7m, 25T 40 cm x
40 cm x 30 cm, JBFEAL 500 g/, AEEECAMEIREF L AL, N-POs-KoO=8:8:4+ HAHLT >10%. 2024 4F
3 HiEM.

2024 4 5 HIBAE 250 g/kk, HEIREFA HLEHLE IBAE(N-P,05-Ko0 = 15:8:12 + AHLF > 10%). 6 H.
9 H&%4EE 1k, 12 A Hiki+.

2025 4 3 HIBAE 500 g/fR(N-P,0s-K,0 = 12:8:10 + HHLA >10%). 6 H. 10 %25 1 k. 4 H.
7 H&BERIE 1 K.

2026 4 3 L 500 g/Fk(N-P205-Ko0 = 12:8:10 + HHUFE > 10%), 5 34T R ERGA.
3. ZRE G
3.1. RERNRER

RIGART 2024 5 3 H5EoEr, 6 A 21 HIAERIEE N 84.12%. H 1, DH32-43. EC144. DH32-
13. DH32-26. DH32-29 % 5 N M REUGRE T 90%. HA& 5 MM RBUEREAL, HIEKZKRIZ
P B WK, 5 FEFTEGEE 1.

Table 1. Eucalyptus clones comparative test forest survival rate

= 1L TR RS EUE RIS

T Tt # A REL TEEREL BRI 2 (%) BUE AT
code clones surveyed plants survival plants survival rate order

6 DH32-43 122 118 96.72 1

1 EC144 122 117 95.90 2
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7 DH32-13 123 114 92.68 3
4 DH32-26 123 112 91.06 4
8 DH32-29 123 112 91.06 5
10 A5 122 108 88.52 6
9 Rut4533 129 106 82.17 7
3 EC150 131 99 75.57 8
5 DH299-5 128 83 64.80 9
2 EC315 121 76 62.81 10
SEH 84.12

2024 4 12 HABERIE RN 80.2%, H, 5 MM R(DH32-43. EC144, DH32-29. /4% 1 5. DH32-
I)YRIFEE T 85%, FRAIXLLTOME R IE N Yt SE A0 438 2% 11, &AL R 2 AN JEME &R (DH32-26,
Rut4533){RIF5 83.9%~80.8%, J& T H1557K1; 3 Aot R(EC150, EC315, DH299-5){# 17 % 70.5%~58.5%,
F B R B 2 AR IR U T AME, KR R R 4k SR B AR T (L 2).

Table 2. Preservation rate of Eucalyptus clones comparative test forest

2. BT AM RS REREIT R

i 5 PRESA K TRIEREL TRIFEY% RIERHE R
code clones surveyed plants Survival plants preservation rate order
6 DH32-43 106 100 94.3 1
1 EC144 109 100 91.7 2
8 DH32-29 113 102 90.3 3
10 ali- R =3 114 99 86.8 4
7 DH32-13 112 96 85.7 5
4 DH32-26 112 94 83.9 6
9 Rut4533 125 101 80.8 7
3 EC150 129 91 70.5 8
2 EC315 141 84 59.8 9
5 DH299-5 142 83 58.5 10
T 80.2
VLW Al 2024 453 A, WIE 2024 4F 12 H .
3.2. E/E
FrERW L AR B &
3.2.1. MEEK

2024 £ 6 A M EN 0.61 m, i, DH32-13 &N 0.71 m; 12 AFHMEN 3.3 m, H,
DH32-26 B¢ f5 4 3.8 m. 2025 4E 6 H FHI# i 5.1 m, A DH32-26 f i 5.9 m; 12 H P 8.5m,
H, DH32-26. /1% 1 5 DH32-13. EC150 55 4 NG RV Sk B st 8.5 m, RIS DH32-
43, DH32-29. Rut4533. DH299-5. EC144. EC150 % 6 NN MR FHIM &4 518 8.4m. 83 m. 8.3 m.
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82m. 8.1 m. 7.6 m, FEIWEEKEHER 4 m UL, RIRLF. RUNZETOME R IE B 2 = ok 1%
FAF, ARKRIER, EEIERZ ARG 3).

Table 3. Average tree height of Eucalyptus clones comparative trial forest

3. R TR RS R TINS5 R

i s JetE R clones PIIHIE average height (m) 2025.12 HE/F order

code 2024.6 2024.12 2025.6 2025.12
4 DH32-26 0.69 3.8 5.9 9.4 1
10 P15 0.68 3.7 5.5 9.1 2
7 DH32-13 0.71 35 55 9.0 3
3 EC150 0.59 33 5.1 8.5 4
6 DH32-43 0.58 35 5.2 8.4 5
8 DH32-29 0.57 32 48 8.3 6
9 Rut4533 0.66 35 5.1 8.3 7
5 DH299-5 0.49 32 5.1 8.2 8
1 EC144 0.59 2.8 4.5 8.1 9
2 EC315 0.50 2.9 4.6 7.6 10

1) 0.61 3.3 5.1 8.5

3.2.2. EEHRE

2024 4F 12 A P42 2.5 cm. Hdr, S 1 5. DH32-26 ¥JiA%] 2.8 cm, A% —, 202546 A
FEIMAE 4.5 cm, i, EC144 £t KA E] 4.9 em. 2025 4E 12 A FHM042 6.8 ecm, i, 5 MEERGS
¥ 15, DH32-13. DH32-26. DH32-43. Rut4533)F-¥Ifi4% w1 FH51E 6.8cm,5 N JoiH: R(EC144, EC150,
DH32-29, DH299-5, EC315) A T F)ME 6.8 cm, {HEMAKELIEF] 3.2 cm PLLE, RIFXLET
PERFFMMRGE 4).

Table 4. Average DBH of Eucalyptus clones comparative trial forest

4. R TR RS R TR ST R

e J V14542 DBH (cm)

ﬁ; ﬁfi 2024.12 2025.6 2025.12 202512 $ )5 order
10 Iali- 3! 2.8 4.4 7.5 1
7 DH32-13 2.7 4.2 7.3 2
4 DH32-26 2.8 43 7.0 3
6 DH32-43 2.7 48 7.0 4
9 Rut4533 25 4.1 6.9 5
1 EC144 2.1 49 6.7 6
3 EC150 2.6 4.7 6.6 7
8 DH32-29 2.4 4.4 6.6 8
5 DH299-5 2.2 4.4 6.4 9
2 EC315 2.1 46 6.4 10

44 2.5 45 6.8
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SERREE A

3.2.3. BEMR

2025 4F 12 H AR 0.0157 mP. Hd, 4 NMEMER(SH 1 5. DH32-13. H32-26. DH32-43)H4k
PR P IME, 2 9 HE I K 28.03%. 19.75%. 14.65%- 2.55%; 4 INTETE & (Rutd533, EC150, EC144,
DH32-29) Bk M AR P EME ;s 2 AN TEME R(DH299-5, EC315) Bk M ARE T F A E 5).

Table 5. Stand volume of Eucalyptus clones comparative trial forest

5. R ARG B AR TR G R

#F volume (m?/#k ; o
%5 code YRR clones 2024.12 2025.(6 ) 2025.12 largel;ttiir{lﬁt}jlz(aéirage 202?)::5?”?
10 FitE 1 0.0011 0.0042 0.0201 28.03 1
7 DH32-13 0.0010 0.0038 0.0188 19.75 2
4 DH32-26 0.0012 0.0043 0.0180 14.65 3
6 DH32-43 0.0010 0.0047 0.0161 2.55 4
9 Rut4533 0.0009 0.0034 0.0155 5
3 EC150 0.0009 0.0044 0.0145 6
1 EC144 0.0005 0.0042 0.0142 7
8 DH32-29 0.0007 0.0036 0.0142 8
5 DH299-5 0.0006 0.0039 0.0132 9
2 EC315 0.0005 0.0038 0.0122 10
FE 0.0008 0.0040 0.0157
3.3. it

R B I 30 5 B T AR A . KB . BB FCBLREE . I BRI, R B MG .

2024 4 6 A FHIBIREN 12.37%, Hr, EC150 BRERIENE, HIKJE DH32-43 B E 1.9%:;
FIRE 15 B R AR ik 26.3%, LK DH32-29 B % 39.7%. 2024 4 12 H FIJEIR 2 20.54%, HH,
DH32-43 J&Jk Z I A 5.7%. 2025 4F 6 H V3 %N 2.28%, H1, EC150. DH32-13. EC144., DH32-
26. DH32-29. DH32-43 ¥ F R . 2025 4F 12 J-FEIRURE 64.93%, Hrf, ECI50 BUHZ 37.04% N
AR

ARAE I PR B Z 0 10 MRS AZAREIR: BRI 2 <20%, AREHE R 55 A0
-5 20%~30%, FHUEIR R 58 ZROBIT R > 30%, A B ah Rl 42 2 AR E 45 SRR, EC150,
Rut4533 55 MR T 20%, NKEIR HFh; EC144. DH32-13. DH32-43. EC315. DH32-26. Ffif% 1 59%
22 24.70%~28.51%, JyrH B0 i A . DH32-29. DH299-5 J5H % 31.10%~38.63%, 4= B it Fh (£ 6).

Table 6. Diseased rate of Eucalyptus clones comparative trial forest

6. 1RRITCME RIS ELIR IR R R G R

ke JiIH 2 Leaf disease rate (%)
S Tk & clones 2025.3@5‘#?
code 2024.6 2024.12 2025.6 2025.12 1 (M) order
3 EC150 0 29.5 0 37.04 16.64 1
9 Rut4533 12.0 19.2 2.1 43.05 19.09 2
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1 EC144 11.9 11.9 0 75.0 24.70 3
7 DH32-13 152 13.4 0 70.53 2478 4
6 DH32-43 1.9 5.7 0 94.59 25.55 5
2 EC315 14.9 39.7 3.0 44.94 25.64 6
4 DH32-26 6.3 232 0 83.05 28.14 7
10 P15 26.3 12.3 2.8 72.62 28.51 8
8 DH32-29 23.9 9.7 0 90.81 31.10 9
5 DH299-5 113 40.8 149 87.50 38.63 10
14 12.37 20.54 2.28 64.93

WAL RRY, 1 FAEMRDBIRRBL, 2 FEMRER R m; PP EER B, FRERBR R
L=
EC150. EC144. Rut4533 M F B0 R BRI FEIR N2, MR ESL. REOEE. ERZEE, BHLA

5y oSBT AR BN, A 5 I
34. GREHE

B ST R ORAT 2R BRI I B R AT 256 HE i 45 SR i R : DH32-43. DH32-13. EC144.
Pk 15, Rutd533 55 5 MM RHRS 1~5 47, ZiARIMMKE; EC150. DH32-26. DH32-29 %5 3 ANt
ZHES 6~8 i1, ZEARDIHEE, EC315. DH299-5 %5 2 N EME RHES 9~10 7, LA RIEZECE 7).

Table 7. General comparison of Eucalyptus clones comparative trial forest

= 7. AN XSRS SRR

) 5 S % o e A SEL N
%5 code TCHER clones prege%rvﬁatiio: rate %zﬁieﬁ D%fseid r;ote O%:erlz?()re ) ?f;?order
6 DH32-43 1 4 5 10 1
7 DH32-13 5 2 4 11 2
1 EC144 2 7 3 12 3
10 FikE S 4 1 8 13 4
9 Rut4533 7 5 2 14 5
3 EC150 8 6 1 15 6
4 DH32-26 6 3 7 16 7
8 DH32-29 3 8 9 20 8
2 EC315 9 10 6 25 9
5 DH299-5 10 9 10 29 10

4. it 51he
4.1. ¥4

1) DH32-43. EC144. DH32-29. f5#% 1 5. DH32-13 % 5 MM R RA7 R 8w, G4 R . DH32-
26. Rutd533 fRfEZedss, &M%, EC150. EC315. DH299-5 &5 3 N EME RARAE UK, & MR
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SERREE A

o AR R R SR To M & LU B0E AR X AN e A fF, AR BRI X P XU BN, T i —
w#ﬁﬁ%o

2) ;if% 1 5. DH32-13., H32-26. DH32-43 &8 4 MM R FHIAE KRN R, YVIEPRIEEERR .
Rut4533. EC150. EC144. DH32-29 5§ 4 /M otE R B WA KRS, DH299-5. EC315 FUHA KR IEL
7o ARG RV E G A F IR BRI R O RS . A VAL R R P& 0 il i — 20
RIS A P A 2 1 o L T R

3)EC150. Rut4533 it 2K T 20%, MK &P EC144. DH32-13. DH32-43. EC315. DH32-
26 FiAE 1 SR 24.70%~28.51%, NHIEHE SRl DH32-29. DH299-5 Jiii % 31.10%~38.63%, A
TR Ao RIS A SR AT R R R R U T R R AR

4) BRI, mBORRIZE ST E E—F, 6 HRTBmEEL, 6 BB . Mg
SRR e T 5 97 A S AR

5) IR FEEAVFYY . DH32-43, DH32-13. EC144. /5#% 1 5. Rutd533 %5 5 MM R E LA %
PR EC150. DH32-26. DH32-29 %5 3 ik %Efﬁﬁ%d)” 4%, EC315. DH299-5 %5 2 NG & FI1
KRB E. GAERDIMEEMFAANGEAEM R, HAEMRE, ©F REKPoRtE, BEREERMET R HN
B BUGH—DY RRETE R RIS TR X T 25 & R I W Fh R SR 0

gz,xmm@mﬁwm%rgﬁwﬁ%mﬁTmym% N B AR AR AR A T ik

4.2. g

HAT, ATURGE K& otk RO R MGUR R T D M, HEN LN /%E’J$ﬁfi % L AT
FFRIAK . FHMERN N ERRINE R I— lkb:}‘)@wc Bk, HATHE st R VPR .
B AR TULE R B e N AIYI(6 A RS -

DL PR PRARA it B ) 2 AR A2 2 PR [2]- (4] ARSCRRIEALI &AM L 2P PEAN B PR 4%
ESLGETENRIRE R, IR SR Ak R)BEAT LR A TR 2 — MBS B =l XA A LB
S, fIfE. K.

E&mHE
I H B MO R I H —— KA LRI A 8T i AR R YO 7L, & F) 90 5 : 2024GXZCLK 12,
STk
(11 7% A X EAA KR LR, 2024 45 PO E 6 X E A R LRI B AR IR BT 2 R R A [R].
IR T, 2025,

[2]1 #ridHE, T4 P ERA M S R bR R EML AR, 2002.
[3] iRz, BREEW:, Eim. BT KEMBEEEATAIM]. BT T IERZEER R, 2017,
[4] R&te, MHE, E WA THREEEARSEHM]. b5 P EML AR, 2021
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