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‘ amounts of damage by herbicide, a significant
number of plants appeared to be damaged after
application. This means that many of the plants did
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bred with herbicide crosses were made this study is to perform a statistical comparison of the Breeding
Wheat is the resistance. The and are as follows: projected resistance versus the observed resistance
most widely presence of weeds CCFTx COFF, CoFtx wheat in headrows
rown crop in the encroach upon and ccft, CCff x CCFF, '
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