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121°23'44". , . 1.3
pH 5.6, 445 gkg™, (NR) (HNR)
20.6 mg-kg™, 144 mg-kg™, + (HNRC) (EN)
204 mg-kg ™. (HEN) + (HENC)
12 6 .
7 (NY/T 394-2013)
pH 79, 50.5%, 2.89%, 1. 6 , 36
0.64%, 1030 mg-kg™, ) 111 m®.
6.18 g'kg™; 2017 2 15 ,
,pH 5.9, 93.1%, , ,
6.26%, 0.04%, 3520 mg-kg”, ,
13 gkg™; ,pH  10.19, C ,
66.64g'kg’, ( N ) 0.66gkg”, , 310 ,
( P ) 292gkg’, K ) 1870gkg’,
BET 48.35m>g"; 6
(17-17-17) (12-11- 14
18) (22-7-11) (17%) 2017 5 19
(46%). 6 ,
1 kg-hrn'2
N P K
N P,0s K,0
NR 1125 750 60 282.6 191.3 191.3
375
375
HNR 525 750 45 141.8 89.3 89.3
10 500 375
187.5
HNRC 525 750 45 141.8 89.3 89.3
10 500 375
6 000 187.5
1500
EN 900 750 75 207.0 130.5 211.5
375 375
6 750
HEN 630 750 75 141.6 90.3 146.4
225 375
10 500
HENC 630 750 75 141.6 90.3 146.4
225 375
10 500 1 500

6 000
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, , 30g ,  HNR ,HNRC HEN
HENC NR  ( 2).
(GB/T 31784-2015) , , , HNRC
R = HNR 6.0%, HENC HEN
150 g, =100g, =75g, 22%(  2).
<75g. 2
/i / !
, pH o o / (thm?)
’ : NR  51.8+32% 1.2£0.1° 4.6:04* 45.4+2.7°
“S’, 10
4 HNR  61.0+2.7° 1.4£0.1° 4.6:04* 43.7£2.4°
’ ’ ' HNRC  59.9+1.9" 1.3£0.1°  5.1+0.4*  46.3+2.6°
C EN  59.0£1.6° 1.3+0.1°  62+0.5" 58.7+2.3"
, 2 HEN  58.6+0.8" 13+0.0° 4.7+02° 47.0+1.6°
(GB 5009.33- HENC  60.7+3.0' 1.3+0.1°  4.9+02° 48.0+3.3%
2016); 0.05
(GB 5009.3-2016); ,
(GB/T 5009.9-2008); C 1
(GB 5009.86- 40 -
HR
2016); a E= HNR
(GB 5009.5-2016); 301 1 alb EIT\I\IRC
= aby EEH HEN
‘s ALEND 1 HENC
(NY/T 1278-2007). T 20} !
L5 ﬂﬂﬂ ab_4
DPS , Sigmaplot 10
2 0L i 1 2o Nimi ot i |
—R%  ZE =R JEEnE
2.1 AR EEER
0.05
b 2 1
51.8~61.0cm 1.2~1.4cm ( 2).
4.6~6.2 R EN>HENC>NR>HNRC>HNR>HEN,
( 2). EN R 30.1,27.4,24.7,23.2,22.5  22.0thm?,
58.7 t-hm?, (P<0.05) NR HNR HNRC 51.4%, 57.0%, 54.3%, 50.2%, 51.6%
HEN , HENC ( 2). 46.9%, EN (P<0.05)
, EN HNR, HNRC HEN . EN
NR , 30%, HNRC (P<0.05) NR HENC
, 36.0%, R 6
46.2%, 9.4%( 1). NR, HNR, HNRG, EN,
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HEN, HENC 347, 36.5, 37.4, 459,  53.0~82.6 g'kg" ,

350 37.0thm>, 76.3%, 83.6%, , HNR  HNRC NR , HEN
80.9%, 78.2%, 74.6% 77.1%, EN HENC EN (  4). HNR  HNRC
, NR 10500 kg

22 , HEN  HENC EN
6750 kg ( 1.
14.73~29.80 mg-kg , , 292~383 mg-kg” ,
, (4. 35.4~118.0
: : mgkg! |
( 3. 16.30%~17.70% ,  EN>HEN>HENC>HNR>HNRC>NR,
10.20%~12.20% (
C 212.50~250.00 mg-kg™ , 4), NR ,
(  3). P,0s 2.88kg-hm?, EN
1.63%~1.98% 1.97kg-hm™, HNR HNRC HEN  HENC
, . 1.35kg-hm?( 1)
( 3.
0.73%~0.98% , . 124~292
mgkg'
( 3. ( 4. ,
3
; ( D
(mgkg™) e " 4 pH
NR 19.60+£3.00°  17.70£1.00* 10.35+0.65% / / / /
HNR  15.65+2.75" 17.10£0.10° 10.35+0.25 pH (g'kgh) (mgkg') (mgkg') (mgkg!)
HNRC 14.7348.07°  17.70+£0.90* 12.20+1.40* NR 46 53.0 292 354 144
EN 29.80+4.00°  16.30+0.90* 10.55+0.35% HNR 438 56.9 307 56.4 158
HEN 22.95+5.55*  16.85+£1.55* 10.30+0.10* HNRC 5.2 56.0 383 44.7 124
HENC 19.5542.65*  16.70+£0.20* 10.20+0.60* EN 5.1 55.6 364 118.0 279
c/ / / HEN 53 826 363 83.1 232
(mg~kg'l) % % HENC 54 81.6 317 75.5 292
NR 219.00+£6.00*° 1.98+0.13*  0.73£0.10* 3
HNR 231.00£19.00° 1.63+£0.12*  0.84+0.10*
HNRC 225.00+13.00° 1.66+0.20*  0.94+0.10% ,
EN 235.50+£0.50* 1.95+£0.03*  0.75+0.20*
HEN 212.50+£22.50* 1.70£0.04*  0.85+0.00% R
HENC 250.00+£10.00* 1.76+0.11*  0.98+0.00% . 17-17-17
23 pH (NR ) , ,
, pH
4.6~5.4 , pH, , 1000 kg N, P,0s, K0
3.0~6.0kg, 0.5~2.5kg, 2.0~12.0kg!"*!,
pH ( 4. ) , 4 NR
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Effect of nitrogen fertilizer reduction on yield and quality of potato
based on Green Food standard

wu Yu—pingl, SUN Hui', SUN Xin%, MA Yong—junl, LIAN Yingl, HU Ya-hua', FAN Hai—jun3, WuJ iang—xing4
( 1.Ningbo Agricultural Food Safety Management Station, Ningbo 315012, China;
2.Chunhu Town Agricultural Public Service Center of Fenghua, Ningbo 315506, China;
3.Fanshi Agriculture Farm of Fenghua, Ningbo 315500, China;
4.Ningbo General Plant Management Station, Ningbo 315012, China )

Abstract: In order to meet the demand of Green Food production, the Netherlands potato No.7 was used to
detect the effect of nitrogen fertilizer reduction on yield and quality of potato. Six treatments including NR, HNR,
HNRC, EN, HEN, HENC were introduced in the current study. NR group used the chemical fertilizer,
N-P,05-K,0 of 17-17-17 that the farmer was previously used. EN group used Entec fertilizer produced by
Eurochem. In H group, the N concentration was reduced to 50% of the NR group. C group used the same
treatment as NR group, except for the additional biochar. The results showed that EN group produced the highest
total yield of potato, yield of first and second class potato. There were no significant differences of nitrate, dry
matter, starch, Vitamin C, crude protein and soluble total sugar among all tested groups. The reduced amount of
chemical fertilizer was found to be associated with decreased content of nitrate, crude protein and increased
concentration of soluble total sugar. Taking the requirements of Green Food standard and yield and quality of
potato into account, HENC is suggested to be the best fertilization mode for Green Food potato production.

Key words: Green Food; fertilizer reduction; yield; quality



