http://www. haasep. cn

DOI:10. 11942/j. issn1002-2767. 2018. 07. 0047

2 fo it R A F 2018(7) :47-50

& Heilongjiang Agricultural Sciences

AN )36 AE B He X Bl PG 5 Hh it 2 AR A: 1 1Y 52 T

EERE L HEE .Y O x'.& &
(L. FERLEFERMES PO ® G-F 711700;2. BT R LM FH LA .G F & 714000)
WE. ARTE TR RS T RENIE RS, A LR 2 EHA S H 2T, R A KT8 2 W fe

B AN E T TR ATEAREZLE, Z2REP RN EWRIELERMT TR RKLEARD T FALR
F. FEAFRMAKIE B IR IRAT 302089 L 2 (Co) R & KRB TR R E TR R 30X 89 & 2 (Cy)

BE e RFHEANCAERG JEHBETHENA CFENEIMBIL 30%8 C, ARG, &4 1%
FEE R UL, FE DU BRI K AT R L RIS L R SR E BRI B Y AT RE

KEIF R T ;BN A K

i prii [  -  vii | 2
AR K I T . Bk 2016 4F 44 it b ki
SR 20 4207 hm’ , Hop HOGIE % 4. 13 J7 hm’,
o ER 9. 87 T hm? L, /NHERE 5 7 hm? L 4r 51
b 229 .52% K 26 % . 15 it 45 #4 43 i H #a A B
7 AT Ryt AN A Ak 5 R O il DX A Rl
mh BT DLE R ST K R R VE R

Y5 HH7:2018-03-13
FE—EF/A P Q74) LRI N F YRS
HARMET . E-mail : 335680625@qq. com,

RO X, LUK 7% T 56 LI T8 o 09 HOG IR E 8
3P KRN ARG L 2Ty oy 32 0 B A K R BT K GE
Ser=X . TR T T B P S5C o F JRAH , A
R LY, PO 2540 B, Ml A 3t R BR VT = AL
b DX B ISR LS KRRt A A A X
2016 4E4 T JRSEE AL 11. 33 5 hm?, 4 7= 2% 25 W
oA YRR E. R kT B
PEF

H 7 7E T R IR AR A T 7= X B 4 R 1
Hi 7K BB A BRI AL G — M 3R 7 22 40 BA R 4
P ) b DRI P A T L R K T R K s B

[3] Cai Q.Long M L,Zhu M,et al. Food chain transfer of cad-
mium an lead to cattle in a lead-zinc smelter in Guizhou[]].
China. Environmental Pollution,2009,157(11) :3078-3082.

[4] BEGE, 0 SCH HRMGEME, 5 R H I E &R 5 YR B &
HARBEFELT]. A AR B 2241 2013, 22(10) . 1727-1736.

[5] M3, BE5TRE. T BUb Xy R B s g ma )], KR
T K247 . 2004(5) :537-540.

[6] B &, LA, M, % AR ESBEE TR+

HE B 5 AR WF 5T [T ], Al 3R 5% B 24 24 4z, 2015, 34 (3)
438-448.

(7] Eimfm . 625 % 5. B 4 JFOR [ 4 48 5 b AR 1 - 45
e AL Wl K PR B R Ay A AR AE LT ). 0 F R A 2. 2017,
28(5):1626-1632.

(8] Wk, B 75 13, 52 M. B¢ 4 8 Jt b X 4 3¢ 1 ) <5 7K 4k 0 31
B, AR AR 2009, 24(3) . 545-552,

Effects of Soil Texture and Alkali Degree on
Adsorption of Heavy Metals

LI Ting, HUANG Dong-ya,YAN Jin-ting, CAI Xin, YANG Yong
(Testing and Monitoring Center of Agricultural Products Quality and Security.Xian 710077, China)

Abstract:In order to promote the application and promotion of new adsorbent materials, we selected 30 soil
samples for texture and acid and alkaline analysis. Comparative analysis of loam,sandy loam,acidic loam and al-
kaline loam was used to study the influence of soil texture and pH on the adsorption effect of heavy metal to
cadmium and nickel. The results showed that the adsorption effect of Cd and Ni in sandy loam was higher than
that in loam. The adsorption effect of Cd and Ni on acid soil was higher than that in alkaline soil.
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Table 1

Topdressing rates in different pepper growth period

JENEHE/(kgehm?) Topdressing rates

Jb 3

Treatments

B TT e

Planting toflowering stage

BEAE

Full-bloom stage

SR

Fruiting stage

AR

Full fruit stage

C, N 37.50 ZANE 120 N 60,K,0 120 N 90,K,0 120
Cs N 26. 25 AR 120 N 60,K,0 120 N 90,K,0 120
Cs N 37.50 A 120 N 42,K,0 84 N 63,K,0 84
C, N 26. 25 24N 120 N 42,K,0 84 N 63,K,0 84

1.3.3 ##EHH  RH Excel 2007 il SAS 8.0
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Table 2 Pepper yield in differentharvest times

1.85%.

et v 6] /4~ 11 - H 74t/ Cogehm®) Yield el
Harvesting times Time C C, C; C, Sum of yield
1 2017-05-02 5171.58 a 5669.50 a 6586.13 a 4984. 86 a 22412.07
2 2017-05-09 7242.48 ab 5839.25 b 5595.94 b 8187.39 a 26865. 06
3 2017-05-18 4837.75 a 4786.82 a 5194.21 a 3638.21 a 18457. 00
4 2017-06-01 4956. 57 ab 6676.66 a 4447.33 b 5697.79 ab 21778. 35
5 2017-06-13 3846.43 b 3779.67 b 5833.59 a 2880.02 b 16339. 70
6 2017-06-30 7910. 14 a 6393.75 ab 5273.43 be 4311.54 ¢ 23888. 85
7 2017-07-13 9630. 23 bb 13160. 94 a 14688. 64 a 14699. 96 a 52179.77
A4 BB 43595. 17 46306. 57 47619. 27 44399. 77

Total yield

g — 47N [F] B R A W) 22 [ 365 0. 05 K, .
Different letters in the same row indicate significant difference at 0. 05 level,the same below.
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Table 3 Pepper picking quantity per plot in different harvest times

D€ R/ B[]/ 4E- A -H Fe Wi~ 4 Pepper picking quantity B EAL
Harvesting times Times Cy C, Cs C, Total for each time
1 2017-05-02 306 a 331 a 419 a 301 a 1358
2 2017-05-09 440 ab 388 ab 333 b 528 a 1689
3 2017-05-18 354 a 397 a 331 a 308 a 1389
4 2017-06-01 365 ab 515 a 338 b 428 ab 1646
5 2017-06-13 333 ab 308 ab 435 a 247 b 1324
6 2017-06-30 859a 496 b 462 b 349 b 2167
7 2017-07-13 947 b 1403 a 1444 a 1541 a 5177

&1t Total 3604 3837 3763 3704
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Table 4 Fertilizer agronomic efficiency

and partial productivity

MR 2803/ (kg k™) MERHb 227 T3/ (kg kg™

b 7R Fertilizer agronomic Fertilizer partial
Treatments efficiency productivity
N K, 0O N K, 0O
C - - 210.91 150. 59
C, 13. 87 10. 76 236.92 183.76
Cs 24. 89 22.36 294. 49 264.55
on 5.35 4. 47 295.41 246.92
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Effect of Different Topdressing Ratio on Pepper

Growth in Greenhouse in Guanzhong of Shaanxi

HAN Xiao-ping' , HU Xu-ying' ,LIU Ling' ,MENG Yan’
(1. Fuping Agricultural Technology Promotion Center, Fuping 711700, China; 2. Weinan Institute of Agricul-

tural Sciences, Weinan 714000, China)

Abstract: In order to explore suitable dressing ratio of water-soluble fertilizer in Fuping pepper producing area,

this experiment set different chemical N and K water-soluble fertilizer treatments in the early growth, fruiting

and full fruiting stage of pepper, and the local normal topdressing rate was chosen as control. The results

showed that pepper yield and picking quantity in all fertilizer reduction treatments were higher than the control

treatment. The yield of treatment with 30% nitrogen and 30% potassium fertilizer reduction applied at pepper

late growth stage(C;) was the highest. Picking quantity of treatment with 30% nitrogen reduction applied at

planting to flowering stage(C, ) was highest. Fertilizer agronomic efficiency of C; treatment was the highest and

fertilizer partial productivities were higher in C; and C, treatment. Combined soil basic condition,we suggested

that nitrogen fertilizer should be stable applied in pepper early stage,and potassium fertilizer should be less ap-

plied from pepper fruiting to full fruit stage.
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