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Abstract: Two different formulations of soil amendment were studied on their effects on potatoes in order to identify the
way to promote potato growth and development and achieve the goal of high yield and high quality. The experiment was grown
in a randomized complete block design with three treatments of three replications. Applications of two formulations of
Shengmanfeng 1 Soil Amendment (powder and granule) increased the yield of potatoes by 14.9% and 24.0%, respectively,
improved the commodity characters of potato tubers, and raised the net income by 7 000 Yuan/ha and 9 800 Yuan/ha,
respectively. The effect of granule was better than that of the powder.
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1 —_—
30 kg/hm®> 1 1 (D/M)
75 kg/hm® ©) Table 1 Phenological phase of various treatments
1
Treatme C /
t 3 I5m’ 6 m %25 m reme Planting  Emergence Flower bud oy Withering
nt closure
2012 4 25
@ 25/04 24/05 14/06 17/07 01/09
172 @ 25/04 23/05 13/06 15/07 31/08
83 cm ® 2504 25/05 16/06 22/07 06/06
20 ¢cm 15~20 cm
2.2
6 20
2
2
2 1
2.1
1 1 3
1~2d
2~3d 5d 5~6d
2
Table 2 Effects of various treatments on upper ground stem and leaf fresh weight
| I I
k ke/ ke/ ke/ ke/ *
¢ # . & Increased Difference significant
Treatment Replication I Replication I~ Replication lll Average Compared to control
percentage
kg/plot kg/plot kg/plot kg/plot kg/plot 0.05 0.01
@ 35.6 345 35.5 35.2 3.7 11.7 a A
® 342 335 33.7 33.8 2.3 7.3 b
® 323 30.9 31.3 315 ¢ C
LSDgos = 0.654; LSDoo = 1.085
Note: LSDgos = 0.654; LSD = 1.085.
2.3 75 kg/hm® 1.2
3 1
1 30 kg/hm® 24
0.6 1 4
3
Table 3 Effects of various treatments on tuber set per plant
1 I | Difference significant
Treatment Replication | Replication Il Replication Ill Average 0.05 0.01
@ 5.8 6.3 5.9 6.0 A
@ 5.8 5.1 53 5.4 AB
® 4.6 5.1 4.7 4.8 ¢ B

LSDyos= 0489, LSDgoi = 0.742
Note: LSDoos = 0.489; LSDoo = 0.742.



90- 29 2 2015

4

Table 4 Effects of various treatments on plot yield

kg Plot yield Difference significant (kg/hm?) ke/hm’
. . %
Treatment I 1 1 Compared 0.05 0.01 Lon:f:]r(jed LOZS::; © Increased
Replication I Replication [l Replicationlll Average o control Z(,/ha b percentage
g g
@ 65.6 62.9 63.8 64.1 12.4 a A 42735 8267 24.0
@ 61.2 57.5 59.5 59.4 7.7 b B 39 602 5133 14.9
6)) 52.9 50.1 52.1 51.7 ¢ C 34 469
LSD05=0.930; LSDy=1.542
Note: LSDs=0.930; LSDoi=1.542.
4 1 2.5
1
30 ke/hm’ 5133 kg/ =150 ¢ 150 ¢
hm’ 14.9% 1 5
75 kg/hm’ 8 267 kg/hm® 5 1
24.0% 2
1 75 kg/hm®
1 30 kg/hm’
5
Table 5 Effects of various treatments on grading
kg Marketable tuber yield
kg (%)
Treatment ! I I Marketable 1(:710)231' Compared to % Sm:dll Sixzeld 1 Smali.sti -
Replication I Replication Il Replicationlll Average percentage control Increased potato yiek pe};ze‘;;ge
percentage
@ 60.1 57.2 59.1 58.8 aA 91.7 7.7 9.2 5.3 8.3
@® 54.8 52.6 53.4 53.6bB 90.2 6.1 7.3 5.8 9.8
@ 452 42.4 42.9 43.5 cC 84.1 8.2 15.9
LSDus=0.984; LSDy0i=1.631
Note: LSDos=0.984; LSDo=1.631
6
2.6 1
667 m’ 1 30 ke/hm’ Im’
1 0.70 1:7.0 1
1 75 kg/hm® I m? 0.98
1:9.8 7 000

6 /hm* 9800 /hm’



1 R . 91.
6
Table 6 Effects of various treatments on economic benefit
/m’ /m’ /m’
/k /m* /k /m*
Treat . kg/m® Unit g I m kg/m® Unit g I m Total Cost Increased  Investment
reamen Marketable tuber it price neome Small—sized i priee neome income increase  net income benefit ratio
Yuan/kg Yuan/m’ Yuan/kg Yuan/m’
yield potato yield Yuan/m® Yuan/m® Yuan/m®
(D) 3.57 1.20 4.28 0.39 0.60 0.23 4.61 0.1 0.70 1:7.0
@ 3.90 1.20 4.68 0.35 0.60 0.21 4.39 0.1 0.98 1:938
® 2.90 1.20 34 0.5 0.60 0.30 3.81
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