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Analysis of Inner-laboratory Comparison Results on Nitrogen,
Phosphorus, Potassium and Chloride Ion in Compound Fertilizer

LYU Le-fu'? ,YANG Yan-jun'* ,DOU Xing-xia'"* , YANG Xiao-yun'*,LI Ping'
(1. National Center for Quality Supervision and Testing for Fertilizers (Shandong), Linyi,
Shandong 276000; 2. Linyi Product Quality Supervision and Testing Institute, Linyi, Shan-
dong 276000)

Abstract; In order to enhance the accuracy, reliability and comparability of the laboratory testing results, using
the quartile robust statistical and principal component, the nitrogen., phosphorus, potassium and chloride ion in
compound fertilizer were analyzed in Linyi. The results showed that the testing results of nitrogen and phos-
phorus were satisfied by each laboratory; all the fertilizer companies were satisfied with the results except one
company was not satisfied with the measurement results of potassium; The chloride ions were satisfying by six
companies , the results were doubtful in one company,and two companies did not meet the request. Results also
showed that the detection ability exhibited different in the order was L7 >1.2>18>1L3>1L1>L6>15>
L4>1.9.

Keywords: comparison test; robust statistics; principal components analysis; comprehensive evaluation
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Table 1 The experimental design
fib #p {ERGEREFIN NX

Treatments Biogas: Slurry Community
A 1:3 I Il Il
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Table 2 The yield and economic benefits of tomato
e MK 527 kg Actual yield Ir g/ =/ — R /
1 H .
T (kgehm?) (kgehm?) G B (JG+hm?)
reatments ST FTOWt
I I i} Ty Yield Increased yield Increased benefit
A 170. 3 168.5 169.7 169. 50 127125.0 4875.0 3.99 8775. 0
B 174.9 175.6 173.8 174. 77 131077.5 8827.5 7.22 15889. 5
C 178. 4 175.9 176. 4 176. 90 132675. 0 10425.0 8.53 18765.0
D 177.2 169. 1 173.3 173. 20 129900. 0 7650. 0 6.26 13770.0
CK 160. 8 164.7 163.5 163. 00 122250. 0
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Table 3 Questionnaire of tomato agronomic traits
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Effect of Spraying Biogas Slurry on Tomato in Greenhouse

YAN Feng' , GAO Chao’ , YANG Liu' ,ZHANG Jun-peng'
(1. Soil and Fertilizer Station of Xianyang, Xianyang,Shaanxi 712000;2. Plant Protection and
Quarantine Station of Sanyuan,Sanyuan,Shaanxi 713800)

Abstract; After organic fertilizer,zinc sulfate and potassium sulfate compound fertilizer were added in the soil,
the effect of different concentrations of biogas slurry on tomato in greenhouse was studied. The results showed
that spraying biogas slurry could increase yield of tomato, enhance plant growth, improve the fruit color, in-
crease single fruit weight.reduce dehiscent fruit rate.improve resistance and disease resistance. The effect was
the best when biogas slurry and water in the proportion of 1: 1 with the yield,income, single fruit weight of to-
mato increased by 8.53%,1 059. 3 yuan*667 m?,15 g and the dehiscent fruit rate reduced by 73%.

Keywords: tomato; biogas slurry; yield; agronomic characters
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