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Koichi Nisuimoro** ; Evaluation of Wood Preservatives by Soil-blook Test.
III. On the Evaluation of Organic Solvent Type Preservatives.*
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Table 1. Factors and levels.

B Levels 1 9 3

Factors —

Preservatives (A) PC PD PB
Concentration (B) basic soln. 1/2 1/5
Retention (C) 10% 50% 100%
Weathering (D) by Weather Meter |JIS. Method 20 Cycles none
. Cryptomeria Larix Fagus crenata
Wood Species (E) japonica D. Don leptolepis Gord. Blume
Table 2. Composition of preservatives.

Signs PCP napCl:)t%%enrate BHC Dieldrin Rosin amine Resin
PC 5% 20% — — — 20%
PD 5% — 0.5% 1% — 20%
PB 5% — 2.5% — 3% —
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Table 3. Analysis of variance.

T
Factors i S.s. d.f. m.s. F 0%
|
A 813 2 407 40, 7** 1.9
B 2229 2 1115 111.5%* 5.5
C 3818 2 1909 190.9** 9.4
D 95 2 48 4.8 0.2
E 1328 2 664 66.4%* 3.2
AXB 246 4 62 6.2 0.5
AxC 570 4 143 14.3* 1.3
AxXD 39 4 10 — —
A>E 919 4 230 23.0%* 2.1
e (39) (4 (10>
T 10058 26
K 11014 1 11014 500.6** 27.4
A XK 746 2 373 16.9* 1.8
B XK 2007 22 1004 45.6%* 4.9
CxK 3579 2 1790 81.3** 8.8
Dx K 148 2 74 3.3 0.3
E XK 946 2 473 21.5%* 2.3
AxXBxK 183 4 46 2.1 0.3
AxXCxK 304 4 76 3.4 0.6
AxXDxK 88 4 22 — —
AxXEXK 1076 4 269 12.2% 2.5
e (88) 4) (22) 27.0
T 30147 53
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Table 4. Analysis of variance.

Factor s.s. d.f. m.s. F i 0%
\

A 1558 2 779 14.70* 8.6

B 4232 2 2116 39.92%* 21.7

C 7395 2 3698 69.77%* 38.4

D 201 2 101 — —
E 2250 2 1125 21,23** 11.3
AxXB 406 4 102 1.92 1.0
AxC 849 4 212 4.00 3.4

AxXD 116 4 29 — —
AXE 1985 4 496 9.35%* 9.3
e 317 (6 (53) 7.3

T 18992
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Table 5. Weight loss in control blooks.

Concentration Wood Species Retention
basic soln. 1/2 1/5 C.j. L.k. F.c. 10 50 100
PC 2.4 21 | 1.6 | 20 | 1.9 | 22| 16 | 21| 24
PD 2.3 1.6 1.7 1.8 2.0 1.9 1.7 1.6 2.3
PB 2.3 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.4 1.9 2.3 2.3

C.j. ; Cryptomeria japonica D. Don.
L.k.; Larix kaempferi Sarg.
F.c.; Fagus crenata Blume.
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Fig. 7-1. Preservative efficency in treated wood of Cryptomeria japonica D. Don.
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Fig. 7—2. Preservative efficency in treated wood of Larix leptolepis Grod.
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Fig. 7—3. Preservative efficency in treated wood of Fagus crenata Blume
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Résumé

On the evaluation of organic solvent type preservatives, many studies were
made of various factors separately. This report treats of many factors synthetically,
never separately, and confirms the influence of factor to the experimental results
under the same conditions and with the same materials. The five experimental
factors and their levels are shown in Table 1 and arranged for the orthogonal
array table L:;(3¥). The composition of the preservatives are shown in Table 2.
A vacuum/is drawn on the blocks, the treating solution is then dropped on the
blocks from a separate funnel as quickly as possible, and vacuum is broken at
once. The blocks are held in the solution, tightly covered, for a short time, and
then are weighed to obtain individual absorptions. Following the procedure of the
soil-block method these blocks are tested against Coriolellus palustris and Polystictus
sanguineus.

The experimental results are shown in Tables 3 and 4 and Figs. 1—7. From
these data it appears that the relation among the weight loss, the retention and the
concentration of the treating solution after testing period can be seen clearly (Figs.
1—3), but the influence of weathering method can not. The influence of wood
species can not be disregarded (Figs. 4 and 5), and the. decay resistance of the
treated blocks is affected by that of none-treated blocks probably. PC (P.C.P+Copper
naphthenate) is most effective in three kind of preservatives used. The losses due
to decay and operational loss are tested severally, and then there is no slight
difference in operational loss of each treating blocks.
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