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Effects of Liquid Fertilizer 'Nongjigao' Application on Potato Production
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Abstract: In recent years, Wulanchabu is developing the drip irrigation of water saving technology vigorously, and the
fertigation technology in potato production is applied more and more widely. In practical production, growers usually used the
conventional fertilizer which is difficult to dissolve, and cause drop head congestion. The liquid fertilizer is the ideal fertilizer for
use in drip irrigation, which is dissolved completely, and has little impurity. In this research, basic fertilizer rate was appropriately
reduced, and Nongjigao, a liquid fertilizer, was applied as additional fertilizer through drip fertigation at the rate of 10 kg, 20 kg,
and 30 kg on the basis of 667 m?land to study the effects of the liquid fertilizer on the growth, tuber yield and tuber characters of
potatoes. The results showed that compared with traditional fertilization, the liquid fertilizer could increase potato tuber yield by
13.52% - 22.36%, marketable tuber percentage by 4.68% - 6.55%, and income by 401.85 - 527.95 Yuan on the basis of 667m?
land, suggesting that 'Nongjigao' has potential to be extended for use in potato production.
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Table 1 Experiment treatment

Code Treatment
T1 70 kg / 667 m*
1 10 kg / 667 m? 1 10 kg / 667 m*,
T2 50 kg / 667 m® 10 10 kg / 667 m’ 6~7 d.
T3 20 kg / 667 m’ T2,
T4 30 kg / 667 m® T2,
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Table 2 Tuber yield per plot under various treatments

Treatment  Yield per plot

kg  667m*
Yield per 667 m* Comparison with control

(kg

%

Tl 80.24 £4.30b
T2 91.09+5.36a
T3 96.97+5.89a
T4 98.18+6.10a

2676.00 = 107.36 b
3037.85+123.42a
3233.95+47.70 a
327430+51.74a

13.52

20.85
22.36

+

DMRT P=0.05 .

Note: The data represents the mean of five replicates +standard

errors; means in each column followed by the same letters mean no

significant differences at 0.05 level of probability as tested by DMRT.
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Table 3 Tuber characters under various treatments 20 m’ plot

No. (ke) =150 g <150 g 150 ,
Tuber number Tuber weight - 8 v
Treatment hill hill No. kg No. kg Marketable tuber percentage
pert pert Number Weight Number Weight
T1 5 0.87 272 66.18 184 14.06 82.48
T2 5 1.06 322 80.94 122 10.15 88.87
T3 5 1.10 333 86.33 118 10.64 89.03
T4 6 1.00 337 85.57 173 12.61 87.16
4
Table 4 Analysis on economic benefit for various treatments
Yuan / 667m’ %
Treatment Yuan / 667m*>  Yuan / 667m’ Yuan / 667m’ Comparison with Comparison with Rate of
reatmen
Output value Net income Liquid fertilizer input control control output—input

T1 2676.00 1216.00 - - - -

T2 3037.85 1617.85 70.00 401.85 33.05 5.74

T3 3233.95 1743.95 140.00 527.95 43.42 3.77

T4 3274.30 1714.30 210.00 498.30 40.98 2.37

667 m* X 1.0 - [ 667 m* 500 . 300 . 150 . 120

N T1280 . T2240 . T3310 . T4 380 N 110 .

Note: Net income = yield of potato per 667 m* X price per kilogram ( priced at 1.0 Yuan) — cost (seed tubers 500 Yuan; labor 300 Yuan; land rent:
150 Yuan ; pesticides 120 Yuan; fertilizer T1-280 Yuan, T2-240 Yuan, T3-310 Yuan, T4-380 Yuan; electricity and machinery depreciation cost 110

Yuan, on the basis of 667 m2)
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