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Effects of Different Amounts of Biogas Fertilizer
on the Yield and Quality of Sucui 1 Pear

MA Ning,FAN Ji-de,LI Gang-bo,ZHAO Lin,ZHANG Ting, YANG Feng
(Xuzhou Institute of Agricultural Sciences in Xuhuai Area of Jiangsu, Xuzhou 221121, China)

Abstract: In order to understand the efficacy of biogas and expend its utilization in agriculture,we took Sucui 1
pear as material to study the effects of different amount of biogas fertilizer on the yield,quality and other relat-
ed traits of pear. The results showed that the application of biogas fertilizer significantly promoted the branch
growth of Sucui 1 pear. When the dosage of biogas fertilizer was 70 kg per tree,the yield was the highest,and
reached 33. 18 kg per tree. At the same time, the application of biogas fertilizer could increase the content of
VC,soluble sugar and soluble solid by 5. 66 %-9. 95% ,16. 95%-33.18% and 4. 39%-21.30% in the pear pulp
of Sucui 1,respectively. It could also reduce the content of organic acid and improve the taste of pear.
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0on time
PA b 192 159.9* 20 1.3
131.8 20
LR R 343.3 150. 9% 20 2.1
311.2 10
JEEE ik 388.3 301.1* 20 2.8
165.0 20
SETEF R 406, 2 261.2~ 20 4.2
337.3 20

o 1Yk E BT
* represented quantification ion pair.
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Table 2 Common disease, pest and pesticide on vegetable in Xinxiang

2500t i/

IRERIES it FF 245 3% , Jite 245 B Jiti 24 15 1] Jite 24 ) B 91/ d
Control target Pesticide (g=hm™® Application frequency  Application time  Application interval
Application amount
B E IE bk 450 3 4 AT A 7~10
gf oy ER R 450 4 1 HTFM 7~10
NS ik SRR R fre 600 3 5-6 H 15~20
1 i ke 05 2250 3 5-6 A 30
TR 5 Tt 15 bl 600 3 4 AT A 20
K595 HLE 800 3 4-6 J 7~9
A B A HHER 750 3 5-6 7~9
MR 45 £k I P e 1500 4 4-6 A 7~9
BEIH IR ZWR 1500 4 5-6 J 20
BEA QAR 4500 3 4-6 A 15~20
-3 o I T R 1500 4 5-6 A 7~9
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Fig. 1 Fungicide residue in cucumber and soil

36

3 kSR

AW VA T8 £ M IX 3%t A 25 8 Vit
241 O« I 0 ¥ TSR SR A g R UL R B D AR R
AT T A RAE B A K 245 0 2% B A A
FHHEEBER P B T o8 ISR SR 4 38 v AR 7R 3
e P A TR R A B b g B A 1) 2 0 T L Ak

AW 5% B 5 A R 245 S W VA G . T R
B S M XA 2N A 7 B R N A
o IR A R R G 1 R R A T R R
TEJEE ., R S X, % A BR
SRR KA — BARGINME 25 S B0 9™,
MH 7 96 R R R EUR R mE g ek . R RN
TR EONFR R K, Bl gy iR, X
SECT M N b B TOR R B A . M
o A Bk Ay A WK 3 9 P e AV i B R 9 A% TR B
i BEL S D A1 200 M BE BSE (%) T2 1, 5 | 78 T 2 B 1
24, RN FE TS . R 25500 1T B iR R A R RN B
o 95 1 5 RS B L A ICFR B L SRR D
A T G 92 o R 00 MR RE o A o SR s Tt M B X 1=
AR Wy H AT IV S BB A% R AR - 3 B A A 1 I
WA S LB 2 Ak B B 0 T v A A R G 5
7S TOE D 0k A B 2 ME£5 11 D5, >3 900 mg+kg', %
K LD;, >2 000 mgekg' . KR AR A LC;, >
4.24 mge L', XF A Je Bk IC 0 Bt ok IR A R 0]
W ERE AT, OB A, SOm M EUEEH
KEL 90 d MEFR, TTAE M 7 & 200 mg-kg'.



5 4 S

W4 A R AT S R B SN 25 R DU B B A ARG A AR AT

AR

Xif A L il 4 LCs, 14 mge L' (96 h), 7E
IEH RO T, X #E %M E. &0 LD, >
100 pge B, X R A& T8 FIEH 0 SALHE B
a0 LD, >2 000 mg-kg', MBS T
ICEE X sl W i 5% W A /0N . 8K T s T P bk R % 317
il - S A W 35 P L B T R R A ML A o A
L6 IR, e 2852 ) 3R 7. H AT AR A 3 X
N EABORAE R RIE . SR, A% B R Ak
14V FH AT B 2 K 0 i B 1 o PR I A o % T 79 3%
B A [ F 7 3% AR

AHIF 5T & PR L B A - 398 v 25 ik B sk o R
EE . KPR SRR AN
W PR A L 00 R A 2 A S O A
T B TR AN RE 2 H R R ek SRR
AE R AT BiiE 2RO . SR 1% 2 75 [
flZ S R BT MR, RERE
1o Ak F IR I o R 2 ) EL A v BE M A R
ORI BE I A, B ARG Bt L 3 BV I B TR AR RO
RAES . BARISEE B Rt A8k, AR AH
ARFEAREN 0~0.01 mg-kg' . AHZFHHEN
0.3 mgekg'. PRI, N ™ 45 il 2 ik FH 24 s 1Y it
FH T 255008 4K

2 TR R ORI R LA B 2 B i T R I R SR
A AL AR, B B 18 & 1 i K o
Ve X FL A — R A B HEZ WA R E
HE R K R E e #Y . I, &R
EA P AR N P R g N S S N E N
A [ KL T A R 2 T I AR B
H 2% [ 612 2 2% B 390 78 AR A0SR v 1) e v
B R 0.05~20. 00 mgekg' M, T’ E A EK
1 PR I IR s R R A A B e ) Oy R
TH . AHESE &2 B R A LA TR R A E TR
TR R E. TEARE . PR E

RS O 20 T 2 T 22 T R A LA 3K AT RE R i
25 T 7 B PR A Y IR . TR 3 2 R T

U3 32 b A i
LRERE F 2 M X B 7 2= B0 2 & 8K

R 3 BT R A R R AR R R AR DL Y

Ot B IR AR rh B 8 P e A% AR B IR Y £

2550 5 AR W B IA R0 S R R B2 s B IR AR S RE

AR TR AR

S X3

[1] d&E# B, Bk, 5. 30 R M8 3 ™k & AR, h
[ el 2 SCd . 2017(1) » 75-77.

[2] B 7. TR R 5 Uit AR 15 & J AR 1) B Fe % 58 [T ], KI5
#.2009(17) : 1-4.

(3] Frargi, 5 3Cff S aHe 5. DR b B 3 o o R AR B 4 b
RGBS YR L] = K%M HARFR M,
2008(S1) :188-191.

(4] EHGGCREFR D05 KRR BRMETE BN 1% b i 5%
B Btz Vet L) . duor e 22, 2012(22) £ 127-130.

[5] Kim S W,El-FAty A M A,Rahman M M,et al. The effect of
household processing on the decline pattern of dimethomor-
ph in pepper fruits and leaves[ ]J]. Food Control,2015,50;
118-124.

[6] Liang H,Li L,Li W,et al. Dissipation and residue of dime-
thomorph in pepper and soil under field conditions[J]. Eco-
toxicology and Environmental Safety, 2011, 74 (5).
1331-1335.

[7] Munkvold G P,Dixon P M, Shriver ] M, et al. Probabilities
for profitable fungicide use against gray leaf spot in hybrid
maize[ ] ]. Phytopathology,2001,91(5) :477-484.

[8] Mu X,Pang S,Sun X,et al. Evaluation of acute and develop-
mental effects of difenoconazole via multiple stage zebrafish
assays[ J]. Environmental Pollution,2013,175; 147-157,

[9]  ZBAGMI. 40 X BURH . 55 HPLC kX3 R vh 2 3 Rk @
Fe FC0H fe sh A i I 5 LT 1. B A 2% 58 4. 2006, 22 (9)
63-65.

[10]  JEJE . HFr & ok A 25 5% /@ BR vk L (3 14

)M, db gt b2 Tolk it . 2010.

Application Status and Characteristic of Fungicide Residue in
Cucumber and Soil in Greenhouse in Xinxiang Area of
Henan Province

LI Huan, LIU Ming-tao
(Henan Institute of Science and Technology, Xinxiang 453003, China)

Abstract: In order to promote scientific application of fungicide, we investigated the status of application and

fungicide residues in cucumber and soil of greenhouse. The results showed that fungicide including carbenda-

zim,dimethomorph, difenoconazole and thiophanate-methyl were all detected. Dimethomorph residue was the

highest with 63. 27 pgekg" in soil and 8. 38 pg+kg"' in cucumber respectively. In a conclusion, the fungicide res-

idue was high in soil and cucumber result from a plenty of fungicide used during cucumber growing season.

Keywords: greenhouse cucumber;fungicide residue; dimethomorph
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