AL . WA DU IERGAT:

M, EWX, BN, % +34] -

FESES: S532 XikERIRAS: B NEHS: 1672—3635(2017)06-0341-05

DREMAZERIE. £MEIEERINR

AN EWRX, B OM, E OFL, F R, aEAY
(1. ZRANANRSASE b, =68 A 661000 2. ZHAKMEIEBRATFENHFH, 2% RY 650200:
3. Al 2 R L S SRR sh, S D) 650200)

W E: ARG, A ARt LRI MR, A Sk E s SAE 88 AR A, Y
SRR WA AT IR, AR T ARG, ZiBRfAhAess LAE>% FEMRAEREFEY
e, BREV, DAIERSERRE, AMANESKRELAZ S FTMRBEEZRAL, B2 TAHRIRGZ &/
B E, TR T.88%~14.92%, H P 432 AGEREF I 20% + £ HIES0 ke/66Tm*) 89 = E 3K 5y, 2K
K281 (5] WA HE ) ¥ - 428 ke/66Tm?, ik 3] 3 297 kg/66Tm?, ¥ = 14.92% ; Iy 43 22 3 2k 3538 A vd JE A2 1.73%~
13.81%, 232 43 A IER, 20% + £ M A HUIE ) £ 432 1( 3T B8 ) 3 Aml 55 605 7L/I66Tm?; 4% TR A M A ALIE#)
B BTG TR AE R, EUEFADLATR, TAE LR VIR E, 3mERH IR
1R 2, R

KB LhE; Z4EBE; AR, B

Fertilizer Efficiency for Potato Using Slow-release Fertilizer and
Bio-organic Fertilizer
YUE Chao', WANG Huaiyi', TENG Song', LOU Ping’, LUO Ping', BAl Jianming***
(1. Gejiu Agricultural Technology Extension Center, Gejiu, Yunnan 661000, China; 2. Economic Crop Research Institute, Yunnan

Academy of Agricultural Sciences, Kunming, Yunnan 650200, China; 3. Scientific Observing and Experimental Station of Potato and

Rapeseed in Yunnan-Guizhou Plateau, Ministry of Agriculture, Kunming, Yunnan 650200, China )

Abstract: A local potato variety 'Hezuo 88' was used to study the influence of slow-release fertilizer and bio-organic

fertilizer on tuber yield, yield components and economic benefits in order to understand their effects in potato production.

There was no significant difference on the yield components among slow-release fertilizer, bio-organic fertilizer and the

traditional fertilizer used by local farmers (CK), but the tuber yield and economic benefits were significantly improved by

using slow-release fertilizer and/or bio-organic fertilizer. The yield was increased in a range of 7.88% to 14.92%, while the

economic benefit in a range of 1.73%-13.81%. The Treatment 4 (20% decrease in recommended fertilization application
combined with 80 kg/667m? bio-organic fertilizer) produced the highest yield of 3 297 kg/667m?, which was 428 kg/667m’

(14.92%) higher than that of the control, and the economic benefit of Treatment 4 was 605 Yuan/667m? higher than the

control. The economic benefit of bio-organic fertilizer was higher than that of slow-release and traditional fertilizers. It is
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suggested that the amount of chemical fertilizer could be reduced appropriately, and the bio-organic fertilizer should be

increased, which would play a role in reducing fertilizer and increasing income.
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Table 1 Yield components of different treatments

/N (< 50 g) Small-sized tuber

LIRVSAE 24

o o+ (= r) Large—size >
20 g o 30 Largersiaed wber SRR B8R (%)
. (No.)
Qb3 (kg) (No.) Tub (kg) Marketable
uber
Treatment  Yield of 20 Tube M (k AW (k Yield pe tuber
reatmen ield o uber PR g) A P (kg) Pt (ke) A e (kg) number per ield per uber
plants number Average Average plant percentage
Yield  Number . Yield Number . plant
weight weight
1(CK) 14.1 132 11.90 80 0.149 2.20 52 0.042 6.6 0.705 84.43
2 15.1 116 13.31 70 0.190 1.79 46 0.039 5.8 0.755 88.13
3 17.6 142 15.20 82 0.185 2.40 60 0.040 7.1 0.880 86.38
4 15.3 155 12.00 78 0.154 3.30 77 0.043 7.8 0.765 78.41
5 18.3 155 15.55 90 0.173 2.75 65 0.042 7.8 0.915 84.98
6 18.1 137 15.66 81 0.193 2.44 56 0.044 6.9 0.905 86.50
7 14.3 123 12.06 72 0.168 2.24 51 0.044 6.2 0.715 84.34

AHLIE) . AbFE 4 CHE 7 it IE 9 20% + A=) A Bl
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Table 2 Yield of different treatments

43 /MKt (kg/20m) Plot yield Prfr i dik (kgf66Tm’) BN (%) FESHBAEYE Difference significant
Treatment I I m S Average Equivalent yield Compared with control 0.05 0.01
4 89.6 96.0 111.0 98.9 3297 14.92 a A
3 97.4 89.0 106.0 97.5 3251 13.31 a A
5 90.6 103.0 97.0 96.9 3231 12.61 a A
6 86.6 98.2 93.6 92.8 3095 7.88 a AB
1(CK) 88.4 85.5 84.2 86.0 2 869 0.00 ab AB
2 95.4 80.4 80.4 85.4 2 848 -0.73 ab AB
7 82.4 70.0 80.7 71.7 2591 -9.69 b B

TE: SRALSD AT AT, [RIFER 5 AN R /NG 5 BEOR A B H] 22 57235 0.01 3 0.05 .25

Note: Values followed by different small and capital letters in a column are significant different among treatments at 0.05 and 0.01 levels, as tested by LSD method .
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Table 3 Economic benefits of different treatments

b3 e (kg/667m’) FAE (OG/66Tm?)

AERHE A (JG/667m*)

A A (JE/667m’) (%) PR

Treatment Yield Output value (Yuan/667m’) Fertilizer cost (Yuan/667m’) Income (Yuan/667m’) Increased income Ratio of output to input
1(CK) 2 869 4590.40 209.29 4381.11 - 21.93
2 2848 4 556.80 261.36 4295.44 -1.96 17.43
3 3251 5201.60 315.22 4 886.38 11.53 16.50
4 3297 5275.20 289.09 4986.11 13.81 18.25
5 3231 5169.60 550.00 4619.60 5.44 9.40
6 3095 4952.00 495.00 4457.00 1.73 10.00
7 2591 4 145.60 440.00 3705.60 -15.42 9.42

TE: ORI SR P A M 1.6 0/kg .
Note: Average market price of potatoes is 1.6 Yuan/kg in harvest time.
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