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Table 1 Phenophase survey
fib 7 5 7 1] ) ] AR S VPN i3k 1
Treatments Sowing time Emergence time  Alabastrum time  Full-blooming time Tuber swelling time harvesting time
Al 04-28 05-25 07-08 07-27 08-06 09-22
A2 04-28 05-24 07-03 07-29 08-05 09-22
A3 04-28 05-23 07-02 07-29 08-03 09-22
A4 04-28 05-22 07-02 07-28 08-03 09-22
A5 04-28 05-22 07-01 07-28 08-02 09-22
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Table 2 Effect of herb residue and chemical fertilizer

on growth and development of potato
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Table 4 Effect of herb residue and chemical

fertilizer on commodity rate of potato

. F2EH/em -
Ab B R /cm . JR IR/ cm
Main stem
Treatments Plant height ] Plant width
diameter
Al 73 0. 88 65
A2 80 1.2 73
A3 83 1.3 75
A4 82 1.3 78
A5 83 1.4 78
2.2 HEBESUBERENSRESENZMW

TR 25 R F 0, 259 AL HE B & 1 AT LR
o SRR, LA MEAE AL B A3 A4 AT AS FRa
435k 37 357. 05,40 852. 80 Fil 39 186. 30 kgehm?”,
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Ab ¥ i %/ % INER ) %
Treatments commodity rate Small potato rate

Al 83.2 16. 8

A2 88.7 11.3

A3 90. 2 9.8

A4 90. 5 9.5

A5 93.2 6.8
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Table 3 Effect of herb residue and
chemical fertilizeron yield of potato
A e T
(kg*hm?) Increased Increased
Treatments
Average yield than Al than A2
Al 25 517.85 ¢C - -
A2 36 523.05 bB 43.1 -
A3 37 357.05 bAB 46. 4 2.3
A4 40 852. 80 aA 60.1 11.8
A5 39 186. 30 abAB >3. 6 7.3
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Table 5 Effect of different treatments
on quality of potato
T/ % W FUE /%
it 3 U e/ Ve o
Dry Reducing
Treatments Starch  (mg+100 g'!)
matter sugar
Al 22.8 15. 26 127.5 0.33
A2 22.6 15.28 128.1 0. 34
A3 23.4 15. 30 128.3 0.35
Ad 23.5 15. 30 128.7 0. 36
A5 23.5 15.31 128.7 0.35
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Effect of Herb Residue and Chemical Fertilizer on
Yield and Quality of Potato

LIU Hui-lai

(Institute of Forage and Grassland Sciences, Heilongjiang Academy of Agricultural Sciences.,

Harbin, Heilongjiang 150086)

Abstract; In order to explore the reasonable use scheme of herb residue in farmland, effect of herb residue and

chemical fertilizers common application on yield and quality of potato was researched by plot test method. The

results showed that common application of herb residue and chemical fertilizers could promote the growth and

development of potato and shorten the growth period, the budding stage of the potato appeared early about 1~

7 d,tuber swelling stage appeared early about 3~4 d; physiological index of the potato increased with increases

in application amount of herb residue come within 15~ 30 t«hm®. Common application of herb residue and

chemical fertilizers could increase yield of potato about 2. 3% ~11.8% ,and promote quality of potato, content

of starch,reducing sugar and dry matter increased 0. 02~0. 05 percentage points,0. 01~0. 03 percentage points

and 0. 6~0. 9 percentage points respectively, VC content of potato increased 0.2~1.2 mg+100 g*.

Keywords: potato; herb residue;yield;quality
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