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Table 1

Effects of different fertilization treatments on orchard soil nutrient

Ak AHLB/ (gokg )

pH
Treatments

Organic matter

T A/ (mge kg ™)

Available nitrogen

HALHE/ (mgekg ™)

Available phosphorus

R/ (mgekg!)

Available potassium

X} CK 23.12740.4307 bB 6.9340.06 aA
A FAE 24.9241.8911 bB

Farmyard manure
SR 25.0520.3993 bB  6.80=0. 10 abAB

Slow release fertilizer

[Epies 43.6441.0923 aA  6.7040.06 bB

Mushroom residue

416.25615. 1858 bB

6.73£0.06 bAB  480.999£23.3614 aAB 220.77143.5448 bB

524.061+21.503 aA

512.353+22.2323 aA

170.88643. 7518 dD 87.621+1.3361 dC

105.82640. 6139 bA
249.075+1.1837 aA  111.957+£0.6786 aA

203.970+4. 3973 ¢C 100.6124+1.1288 cB

BOHR Sy P 4 M bR 2 5 R T S BUI S K NS R LR 10 520 BEKF. R,

The data is the average = standard deviation ; The capital letters and lowercases after each column data in the table mean the signifi-

cant difference at 0. 01 or 0. 05 level; The same below.
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Fig. 1 Effects of different fertilization treatments

on the mineral elements of fruit
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Table 2 Effects of different fertilization treatments on fruit quality of plum fruit

pog:t Al S R i/ Yo
Treatment Titratable acid content

AT A A /0

Soluble sugar content

YRR a2

Soluble solid content

Her R CF=/(mggh)

Vitamin C content

X} CK 0.31040. 0348 aA

K FZM Farmyard manure 0.280=£0.0245 aAB
ZZRNE Slow release fertilizer 0.20940.0174 bB

% Mushroom residue 0.28740.0093 aAB

8.87+0.10 bB
9.34+0.38 bB 14.5141. 464 aA
10.5740. 25 aA

9.2540.11 bB

11.5540. 993 bB 0.15040. 005 aA
0.15440.002 aA
13.64+1.3 aAB 0.15240. 004 aA

13.57£1. 084 abAB 0.15840.008 aA
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Fertilization Effect of Three Kinds of Long-acting
Fertilizer on Angeleno Plum

LI Xue-ling, ZHENG Hui,SONG Jun-wei, LI Yan-hui
(Agricultural University of Hebei,Baoding, Hebei 071000)

Abstract: The 12-year-old Angeleno plum was used as experimental material to study the effect of farmyard ma-
nure, slow release fertilizer, mushroom residue treatment on soil nutrient,fruit quality and yield. 0~40 cm soil
samples and peripheral {ruits were collected to determine soil nutrients and to measure the fruit quality and
yield. The results showed that the slow release fertilizer improved the content of soil available nitrogen,availa-
ble phosphorus and available potassium,and increased by 25. 90% ,27. 77 % and 45. 76 % respectively compared
with the control. The content of organic matter in soil was increased by 88.75% and the pH was decreased by
3.329% respectively,and the effect of mushroom residue was more significant than other treatments. For the
fruit quality,farmyard manure had significantly increased the content of Zn, Mg and soluble solid content of the
fruit, which was increased by 32. 62%,82. 61% and 25. 63% respectively. Slow release fertilizer significantly
reduced the acid content of the fruit, which was 32.58% lower than that of the control. The soluble sugar and
calcium content of the fruit was significantly increased, which increased by 19.17% and 26. 21% respectively
compared with the control. Mushroom residue had significantly increased the iron content of fruit, the content
was 30.75% higher than that of control. All three treatments increased fruit weight and yield per plant. For the
average fruit weight the effect of mushroom residue was the best, single fruit weight gain rate was 10. 68 % , the
best improving effect of yield was slow release fertilizer,average yield of single plant was 48. 99 kg, which in-
creased by 40. 14% respectively compared with the control. Slow release fertilizer significantly increased the
yield of Angeleno,and increased the income of the orchard. Mushroom residue could effectively improve soil nu-
trient status and could improve the quality of fruit. Comprehensive analysis of three long-term fertilizer, fertiliz-
er was the best manure.

Keywords: Angeleno plum; farmyard manure; slow release fertilizer; mushroom residue; soil nutrient; fruit

quality; yield
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