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Abstract

In order to select fast-growing, high-yielding, and disease-resistant eucalyptus clones from 9 clones
(EC144, EC315, EC150, DH288-4, DH299-5, DH32-43, DH32-13, DH306-4, Rut4533) for practical pro-
duction, the researches were conducted on adaptability, high yield, and disease-resistance of these
eucalyptus clones using 2 main cultivated varieties (DH32-26, DH32-29) as controls in southeastern
Guangxi from 2024 to 2026.SPSS 19.0 software was used for statistical analysis of the data. The results
were as follows: the average survival rate of the 9 tested clones was 93.98%, which was 2.67 percent-
age points higher than the control group’s average survival rate. The 9 clonal annual average growth
increment was 30.9785 m3/hm?-a. The average DBH of 3 clones (EC315, DH306-4, EC150) was signif-
icantly larger than that of Control 2. The average disease incidence rate of 9 clonal leaves was 26.12%,
which was 7.77 percentage points lower than the control group’s average disease incidence rate of
33.89%.The equal weight method was used to evaluate the adaptability, high yield, and disease re-
sistance of 9 clones and the comprehensive evaluation results were as follows: 2 clones (EC315, EC150)
had excellent performance;5 clones (DH306-4, DH32-43, DH299-5, Rut4533, DH32-13) had good per-
formance; 2 clones (DH288-4, EC144) had moderate performance. Control 1 (DH32-26) had excellent
performance, but Contol2 (DH32-29) had poor performance. It is recommended to further expand
trials clones with excellent and good performance.
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1. 5|8

JUVRHR IR X EA N A MIGAL TR &R, )T PR B ie XA R E R R E A R —,
FEZEHMMHRMAET. 2 2000 FEIT IR FRFR N T, 2 2024 200 5 i AR iR
40854.43 hm?, %R 452.58 7 m? [1]. MM THAR . BARAARM = B35 G A AR AL BARAAM - &
) 70%LA b o ¥eh DB ZI oA B E R L5 3. Hag, FRICH R R A DH32-29. DH32-26, #h4
R r—, PURMERIIUAIRZE .. 2017 ELIR, Z W 5 #% (Pseudomonas solanacearum)~ FERGIF
(Cylindrocladium scoparium Morgan Hodges). 45D (Phaeoseptoria eucalypti) Tkt (Lasiodiplodia theo-
bromae) 5 KA fEFH P H, FRERKER 10%LL 1, EREEETFHILL 3000 5IC[2]. R HFH O
DR 5 W R A v o e AR I B IR 1 AR v 2 AR A R E R T L B 2 IR A S A I S ) R
W 22022 FIREFRGH A CETER) 80 24, HT SRR ZH O RERARBHE MNH. AT
Mz R X HUR T R T AR 254, SRR PO, SRTHEMA TR, BhHEM Y
JRERRE, | PEEANTIHRST 2024~2026 FLEILR T R 9 MR TotE &5 AT . KI5 iR
LI

2. HREFH*
2.1. #iA TR
PAATENE R AR BRI T B ARSI AR ST TPk B X EA R TI A EARR
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Table 1. Test clones

= 1. AT AR R

SIS Ttk & AR &
1 EC144
2 EC150 r [ AR5 8 A R ACHTE 5 Zik
3 EC315
4 DH288-4
5 DH299-5
6 DH32-43 I EA RIS Zil
7 DH32-13
8 DH306-4
9 Rut4533 r [ AR5 RS POl AT 7 B R
10 DH32-26 N
N DH32.20 JTo )\ R AR ETE TR A ) X

2.2. RESE

SRFH/INXONS B HEAT R8s o SR UG AT BN X o £E [F] — S5 AR B 2R A PE RS BCE 11 ke X,

BE/NXEARZ) 0.04 hm?, HATRHETCHER 14> 70~100 #k; WEEFRERR 50 ¥k, 405 HERE. ¥4 NEE,
AR 0.16 hm?e SR 50 G RIS 0 — 5, I, PO E . SEE R, Al %
BN A k8, REARR R BEAUREME. EARSE T AL 10 AL 12 ARE SRS (R
)%, PR E SR, RAREESEN . WERE 2 2, BF 6 H. 12 H S HEN &5 e Ll Kok
FRAEI 1R RIERAAZRE. PRI 0 E RSN & B ROBEAENE . F 7 Kot .

(1) VEO SR
RIEZR = (IRAFHREU I ERED < 100%
HRRAMAL V =aD? x H x /40000
M V: m¥/tk; D: MBS EA ems H: WEms £ MBS, HL0.5)
BIRE = (BOR KRB ERED) x 100%; 5L
R 2 = (S B S A RS < 100%.
(2) W TENRHET
PRAE 2 5 BUSHR T (DR A7 3 R TG M Fod A MR o
R R = BUEHE T R R R BTG M R F 7 PERLT) .
T 2 AR B S HE P (R SO 2R A R L oM R BT TR ) o
() LiEHT: B35 = EAEMESS + FEAS + PURTES .
(4) ZEEVIY: RHBIBGEIEAY, BUEAYE. F=/= 1 Puiite 3 TR AR ARLE S . B ok RIEH 1)

DR, PRAFRMONEZL, A TR, ARESKBFE A ERAARMFMELT, ARKREMR
s AEEAEVER PRI OL R, ok R R BURGT . B Ve RO V2 AENE, RATIRL
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EVEN RO % . SRE1F N, FEADBREERT; o 4 NG 5. RIF. &, BE.
(5) HAEALFE: KH Excel2013 A1 SPSS19.0 #ftxd HE #-4T G i+ 20 #r

2.3, WM

BBGH A LIRS K TERIRA 1 ARIE, TR 40.0 hm?. 3o, X364k 3.33 hm?; 7R{EAK 36.67 hm?.
HEHR 100~150 m, 4x4F H R4 1480 h, FHRIE 21°C~22°C, 4R & 1600~2000 mm. -3 hm%E L0k
a3, wht, LEEEZ100cm, £EZEL150cm, BHEFEEZ 5.0cm, pH4.5, RLZIE L,
YRE 20 B, IAohrh B3, EAREYE Bk S IR (Rhodomyrtus tomentosa)~ X ¥A(Baeckea fiutescens) #AK
(Eurya japonica)~ ¥{*F-AR(Cratoxylum cochinchinense) WA (Rhus chinensis)~ 114G ¥ (Litsea cubeba)=s,
RN WA BT F (Dicranopteris linearis)~ 15 o &.(Heteropogon contortus)~ N1-(Miscanthus sinensis) .
T2 (Miscanthus floridulus) L1 2§k (Helicteres angustifolia)= .

2.4. BHIEREER

RHLET{E Ak N ThR, OB E R 31820 245, SiEHSMM B JeiE. 726, s,
R, ik, AN THEh, BN 1650 #i/hm?, FRATEE 1.5 m x4 m. KK 40 cm x 40 cm x 30
cem, PTATHSERmEIER). FIE: 500 g/, JEELH N-POs-K.0 (8-8-4)E &/ 2024 4 4 H 21 HiE
H, 5 H 8 HIAMIGR, KIIET S K FME, 5 AEE | YGBAE, 250 g/fk, 12 AAEMRTR.
2025 0 HIBAE, AEEA N-P,0s-KoO (15-6-NE AL + HHUR > 10%, FEik 500 g. 2024 47 A, 2025
S5 ASTERE 1R,

3. ZRE S
3.1. BERSHRER

BTG 2 5 IR A 2 BSOS A P B R bR . 2024 27 H S HR A, 9 NSl R T B0E % 97.12%.
Hep, 4 NEMER(DH32-43. EC150. EC315. DH288-4) ik ik %] 98.73%A |, HEXf & DH32-26. DH32-
29 P EIE R 98.42% 1 0.31 NH /. 4 N R(DH299-5. Rut4533. DH306-4. H32-13) i ik 3
95.0%LL_E, HA EC144 BIEHRILT 95.0% (W% 2). FHXETEME RIE A VETR, AENEE N 21 < (5 105
%1

Table 2. Eucalyptus clone comparative test forest survival rate (2024.7)

= 2. 1R R LIRS MRl TE R Gt 3R (2024.7)

i PHEES JI (%) e #IE
7 DH32-43 99.59 1
3 EC150 99.35 2
2 EC315 99.16 3
5 DH288-4 98.73 5
6 DH299-5 97.98 6
10 Rut4533 97.38 8
11 DH306-4 96.10 9
8 DH32-13 95.45 10
1 EC144 90.31 11
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Zi SF 97.12
9 DH32-29 98.90 4 XTHR 2
4 DH32-26 97.94 7 XTHE 1
Pagicl T 98.42

2024 4F 12 F 18 Hi#, 9 M1 RPIIRAFEER 93.98%. HUXT B 0RAF 2R 91.31% 1 2.67 A4
By, WEZEREE. DH288-4. EC315 (RAFE T IEE] 96.62% 96.20%, 437kt DH32-29 (X 2)
TRAFTE 2R 87.55% 1 9.07 MNE 77 iy 8.65 NA S Ao RAK 9 MSIATLMERE AR R, JEHIE MR X
A RIS 3).

Table 3. Eucalyptus clone comparative test forest preservation rate (2024.12)

3. WM RIS IRERS TR (2024.12)

SIS FREEA TRIEZ(%) ey wE
5 DH288-4 96.62 + 1.09° 1
2 EC315 96.20 + 1.25% 2
8 DH32-13 94.55 + 1.79® 4
6 DH299-5 9435+ 1.22° 5
10 Rut4533 9432 +1.53b 6
3 EC150 93.87 + 1.36° 7
7 DH32-43 93.50 + 1.74° 8
11 DH306-4 92.58 + 1.434 9
1 EC144 89.88 + 1.16° 10
ZR T 93.98°
4 DH32-26 95.06+1.18° 3 R 1
9 DH32-29 87.55 +£2.76° 11 X HE 2
X et T 91.31¢
Ui FEAEIREEARNE FEER 0=0.05 KFNEREE, HATEHRRERTRE: BIEK{VNE + fndE
%,
3.2, E=EH

W AR AR PR JEVE R A P MR B R bR . AR TR MR /N X el e FERR 50 Bk, 5.
J, 2 SN E

3.2.1. EHHE

2026 £ 6 A, 9 NS AEMERFHIRE 12.61 m, HXEEFHHE 12.69 m /b 0.08 m. HH, 2425
WE M R (DH32-43. DH299-5) X4 #5485 13.02m. 13.01m, 43I 4 & 0.32my 031 me 74
Jo1 & (EC150. DH305-4. Rut4533. EC144. EC315. DH32-13. DH288-4) ¥k ik 12.30 m YA L,
RPN T M R A KR RE, FosmLE 4).
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Table 4. The average height of Eucalyptus clones in comparative experimental forests (2026.6)
4. 1R T R LIS MR TS S i1 3R (2026.6)

TS Ttk & S48 (m) G358 T
7 DH32-43 13.02 1
6 DH299-5 13.01 2
3 EC150 12.84 3
11 DH306-4 12.55 6
10 Rut4533 12.54 7
1 EC144 12.54 7
2 EC315 12.41 8
8 DH32-13 12.38 9
5 DH288-4 12.30 10
iR S 12.61
4 DH32-26 12.70 4 X 1
DH32-29 12.68 5 X 2
X et Ty 12.69

3.2.2. FEIHIER

W o RFEFA MM E IR R, NE AOGE. 2026 4 6 HIE 9 MR R FIIMEN
9.38cm. H, 3 MZIXTLMHEREC3IS. EC150. DH306-4) V115 82 KT X FE 2 (DH32-29), 405K
0.30cm. 0.20cm. 0.13cm, 73707 3.21%. 2.14%. 1.39%. KX 3 NSATLM RE7K PR, 0T
3 AR A DH32-29. fEZ A BRIGHE R, XTHR 1 (DH32-26) P33/ 42 i Kk #) 9.72 cm, {HZ K
TotE & BC315. EC150 “PIE S ML ZE R AR, KU EC315. EC150 HAIE —FMRF (A% 5).

Table 5. The average DBH of Eucalyptus clones in comparative experimental forests (2024~2025)
F 5. 1R Tt R IR T ME ST 3R (2024~2025)

EERE) Tt # “F-H164% DBH (cm) Hey #iE
2 EC315 9.66 + 0.5022 2
3 EC150 9.56 + 0.649° 3
11 DH306-4 9.49 + 0.0272b 4
1 EC144 9.47 +0.989b¢ 5
7 DH32-43 9.44 +0.375° 6
6 DH299-5 9.36 + 0.342° 7
8 DH32-13 9.25 +0.809° 8
10 Rut4533 9.09 +0.3514 9
5 DH288-4 8.99 +0.368¢ 10
ZR 1y 9.38
4 DH32-26 9.72 +£0.259* 1 XTHE 1
9 DH32-29 9.36 +0.299" 7 XTHE 2
X HE T 9.54

s FSEEE G AFRNG FRERIR a=0.05 KV FER B, MATRRRERNEZ; BdEA0O09HE £ feft%.
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3.2.3. BERMR

2026 4 6 AME, 9 NS TEME R RPN 0.0435 m3/kk . ST HR 1 Bk A A B Kk 3] 0.0470 m?/#k,
XTI 2 SRR 0.0436 m¥/BRFEE 8 fir. 6 DML R(EC150. DH32-43. EC315. DH299-5. DH306-
4. EC144)453 7 b 2400 38 5 A DH32-29 i 2) 81 5.50% 4.36%. 4.13%. 2.52%- 1.61%. 1.15%. ®]
W, X6 Ml RE AT R, BAHET R (W& 6).

Table 6. The stand volumes of Eucalyptus clones in comparative experimental forests (2026.6)

= 6. 1R M RXTELIR ISR B AR TR SE 1T 3R (2026.6)

G bt W& M DBH kB (mtree) He n
(m) (cm)
3 EC150 12.84 9.56 0.0460 2
7 DH32-43 13.02 9.44 0.0455 3
2 EC315 12.41 9.66 0.0454 4
6 DH299-5 13.01 9.36 0.0447 5
11 DH306-4 12.55 9.49 0.0443 6
1 EC144 12.54 9.47 0.0441 7
8 DH32-13 12.38 9.25 0.0415 9
10 Rut4533 12.54 9.09 0.0406 10
5 DH288-4 12.30 8.99 0.0390 11
Zik T 12.61 9.38 0.0435
4 DH32-26 12.70 9.72 0.0470 1 Xt 1
9 DH32-29 12.68 9.36 0.0436 8 it 2
Xt g -1 12.69 9.54 0.0453

3.24. FHEKE

RAEMRES . CRAF 2 BRI R B R &AM R P AR B R EM A KE. W& 7 T,
9 MM RFHAEKEN 30.9785 m¥/hm?>a. HH1, 8 NS R(EC315. EC150. DH32-43. DH299-
5. DH306-4. EC144. DH32-13. Rut4533)5-3)4 K &4y i b XT R 2 (DH32-29)K 4.6138. 3.785. 3.3059.
3.0245. 2.246. 1.113. 0.8163. 0.0986 m*hm*a, {HEEKT X1 1 (DH32-26), KHIX 8 NSk LHERE
KEBEA. F-RE. 759 NS ERF, R DH288-4 FiA KK T X i 2 (DH32-29), FE5
AT LR e 0 I A A K = R /)

Table 7. Annual growth increment of tested eucalyptus clones (2026.6)

= 7. SRR T RENE KEST3R(2026.6)

BB EHE Rmen  EEE RRMR RUERER  EwEKE .

N (trees/hm?) (m?/tree) (m*/hm?) (m*/hm?.a)
2 EC315 96.20 1601 0.0454 72.6854 33.0388 2
3 EC150 93.87 1562 0.0460 71.852 32.6600 3
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7 DH32-43 93.50 1556 0.0455 70.798 32.1809 4
6 DH299-5 9435 1570 0.0447 70.179 31.8995 5
11 DH306-4 92.58 1541 0.0443 68.2663 31.0301 6
1 EC144 89.88 1496 0.0441 65.9736 29.9880 7
8 DH32-13 94.55 1574 0.0415 65.321 29.6913 8
10 Rut4533 94.32 1570 0.0406 63.742 28.9736 9
5 DH288-4 96.62 1608 0.0390 62.712 28.5054 11
ZiK Py 93.98 1564 0.0435 67.9477 30.8852
4 DH32-26 95.06 1582 0.0470 74354 33.7972 1
9 DH32-29 87.55 1457 0.0436 63.5252 28.8750 10
X et T 91.31 1519 0.0453 68.9396 31.3361

S 93.48 1556 0.0438 68.1528 30.9785
P & 2026 4F 6 HiIe Rk A 2.2 45, DH32-26 %R 1. DH32-29 AXTHE 2,

3.3. A RmER

S RV O RPUB M E BRI 2 — o M B R A, SR IAPUE R . AR I 3 B
BRI R KRB WP BB

2024 4 6 H %2025 4F 12 H AR 5 K ST R B K 26.12%, LT RS 2 33.89%
I 7.77 AN A R 2025 4 12 HIHESIR, 9 MM R M BOR N 69.23%,  HEX 35 1&%0
K 90.65%(% 21.42 NE . H, 3 AT R (Rutd533. DH306-4. EC150)E95 KK T 60.0%; 2
AT R(EC315. DH32-13)M B R 60-70%/ 47, L8840, L 5 AN &M H B R B EKT
Xf & (DH32-26. DH32-29). L% 8.

Table 8. Disease leaf rate of eucalyptus clones trial forest

= 8. R R mR R

G5 MR e T
2024.9 2024.12 2025.3 2025.6 2025.12 g
10 Rut4533 0.35 0.87 14.40 62.0 33.47 + 14.52¢ 2222 4
11 DH306-4 0.45 2.62 2.60 443 46.74 + 28.49° 19.34 2
3 EC150 1.96 0.32 0.30 283 59.42 +23.24¢ 18.06 1
2 EC315 3.77 2.53 0.40 403 60.04 £ 19.23¢ 21.42 3
8 DH32-13 0.78 3.63 24.70 543 70.81 + 26.834 30.84 6
7 DH32-43 0.80 1.63 0.80 37.3 80.42 + 17.26° 24.19 5
6  DH299-5 1.0 0.40 27.30 44.0 84.08 +3.78¢ 31.56 7
5 DH288-4 2.83 327 5.50 67.0 93.70 + 3.38f 34.46 9
1 EC144 6.25 3.20 10.0 51.0 9439 + 12.43f 32.97 8
ZR P 2.02 2.05 9.56 47.61 69.23 26.12
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gk
4 DH32-26 1.25 1.23 1.20 66.0 84.50 £ 12.72¢ 30.84 6
9 DH32-29 1.0 2.47 1.10 83.3 96.80 £ 3.14f 36.93 10
Xof B Fiy 1.13 1.85 1.15 74.65 90.65 33.89

T FSEEE FARNG FREOR a=0.05 KV FER 82, MRATFRRRZERAEE, Bl O0E £ ez,

PR E MR R AT KA T AR A S SR ARAEY [31HIRE : BB 2 > 0%~30.0% A%
%, >30.0%~60.0% N FE, >60.0% A FE . i 2025 F 12 HEES R, 3 NSl LM R (Rutd533. DH306-
4. ECI50)F3int 28 33.47%~59.42%, ARG 6 NZilJotE R(EC315. DH32-13. DH32-43,
DH299-5. EC144. DH288-4)y 5 &84, {HIE A2 Z (KT 2 XS (DH32-26. DH32-29). FEAMEM B
T 5t R DX T AR N AR R I B SR BRI e e &R, B R R 2 b 45 S DA TR & .

3NN R(Rutd533. DH306-4. EC150)H F B R, A — N ILEF S MRS, K6
S BRERE. X ATR R AR BRI R E 2 —.

34. ZEHKER

W 9 NS ALHERIRAE . PRSI R BRBEHTZEHEFS RN 2 MR
(EC315. ECI50)2i A RBIMF: 5 MBI R(DH306-4. DH32-43. DH299-5. Rut4533. DH32-13)%F
HRIWRUF; 2 Mot R (DH288-4. EC144) 25 G R I — M. X HE 1 (DH32-26)25 & KI5, %F i 2 (DH32-
29) 4R G RIN (2 9)»

RIGLE R R, 742 REC315. EC150. DH306-4. DH32-43. DH299-5. Rut4533. DH32-
13)38 P RO PR L T 24 3 4% W fh DH32-26. DH32-29, /415 F b Aidl Y, RO EN MR,
FrE R, PURTER SRR, BB ERRHET BN E .

Table 9. Comprehensive evaluation of eucalyptus clone trial forest (2026.6)

F 0. IR R R IEMEREITN % (2026.6)

ohRe FREER TRAF 2 BB A T 2 oaelRy Aty LRV
2 EC315 2 4 3 9 1 #h75
4 DH32-26 3 1 6 10 2 75
3 EC150 7 2 1 10 3 75
11 DH306-4 9 6 2 15 4 R4
7 DH32-43 8 3 5 16 5 R4
6 DH299-5 5 5 8 18 6 R4
10 Rut4533 6 10 4 20 7 R4
8 DH32-13 4 9 7 20 7 R4F
5 DH288-4 1 11 10 22 8 &
1 EC144 10 7 9 26 9 &
9 DH32-29 11 8 11 30 10 LI

PEN AR LA < 10 NILF, 11~20 20 N REE, 21~29 43 Es, >30 20 %% . DH32-26. DH32-29 %R,
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4. &L 518
4.1. &ig

1) Zi Lt REAEMERE. 9 NSRRI 93.98%, b 2 X ICFE R AF e 2.67 1A
Iy e RYIX 9NN RE AN R, JEH & RRGE X Uk 3 2%

2) ZIAEHERFTHERLG . 9 NS RFEHEKEN 30.8852 m¥/hm?a. Hi, 8 ML R
(EC315. EC150. DH32-43. DH299-5. DH306-4. EC144. DH32-13. Rut4533)f %4 K & & T X & 2 (DH32-
29). RHIX 8 MEMEREKEAR F/=1MEu, 5 AT EFICME R DH32-29 Cof I )M bL, A4 B &,
HAEXWHET MW I

3) ZATHE RPURMERLE 9 M SA T R BIR 3 26.12%. HeH, 5 ST R(EC150.
DH306-4. EC315. Rut4533. DH32-43)/& i AL T X 1 1 (DH32-26)FI%F HE 2 (DH32-29); 4 MLt R
(DH32-13. DH299-5. EC144. DH288-4)/#Jp R K T X} & 2 (DH32-29). & T X8 1 (DH32-26). £ 9 1%
RICTERY, EC150 MR BOR A, PUmthmar, ERMHRFH &R XA HE N HMME.

4) ZREERGERINE R 7 9 DML RT, 2 N6 R(EC315. EC150) 256 KI5
5 NG A (DH306-4. DH32-43. DH299-5. DH288-4. Rut4533. DH32-13)G&ERIM B, 2 MEMA
(DH288-4. EC144)si 53R —M.
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JE AN R AR (B A DO & KA I 51 R R R 9 5 RIRAT & R R Br ik, BB IE e R 1427
YRS, AFAE EHLHRPERI SR A2 P&, PEALES A AR AL oK iR 9 35 I A7 R AR A ™ B AR K
AEIAEEHEGUIEN . 20T, Mok I8 V)55 2B A N PUR BT AT E R . R, SR
— W PEREARIEI AL EVE R DA B HAT, WZ RS LR S VP A e R AR WA THR
Fo ATCRIEALR ARG AN F RGOS RGP R E R, IS R AT LA
R M A B

I AN IR, AT COESITRE 3 4, (HEEE S 1 M E RGN A 3 £ 448, #2Wk
PER K F AR B VRE R A R s k. oAb, IRBoRTE B HAREUN . X LEHRAT REXT
R R PR — LR o AR R AT A DX s Y EOR AT H A Ui, 156 TARR 4R80T e h
HBZE AR a AN FR, R PN Es Ve o . IR RV L B IR AN I R 2 R
IR, Ama .
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